Teacher attitudes as related to the implementation of the New Jersey teacher evaluation system by Gallo, Donna
TEACHER EVALUATION          1  
  
Running Heading: TEACHER EVALUATION 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
TEACHER ATTITUDES AS RELATED TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW 
JERSEY TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Education 
In  
Educational Leadership and Management  
At 
Drexel University 
May 2016 
Donna Gallo, MS 
Drexel University 
  
TEACHER EVALUATION          2  
Abstract 
The focus of this qualitative case study is on an attitudinal change of teachers towards 
teacher evaluation with the implementation of a new evaluation system.  The goal of this 
qualitative case study was to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes toward evaluation in an eastern 
New Jersey school district.  This study presents a history and evolution of the accountability 
movement in education; it also reviews literature regarding the efficacy of performance based 
teacher evaluation systems.  Furthermore, an overview of the national movement towards 
performance based teacher evaluation systems is presented, followed by an in depth explanation 
of the New Jersey legislature and regulation of teacher reform.  The methods employed in this 
qualitative case study include interviews and focus groups of participants, collection of artifacts, 
and an outline of historical events.  The data was analyzed using coding and triangulation 
techniques to gain an in-depth understanding of how the implementation of a new teacher 
evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
Introduction  
Education has endured numerous reforms over the last thirty years.  Some reforms have 
focused on the content taught in schools by setting clear educational standards.  Other reforms 
have addressed expectations of schools by measuring students’ mastery of standards through 
large-scale standardized tests.  The current educational reform is focused on teaching and the 
effectiveness of teachers.  This reform has had an impact on the way many states in the United 
States evaluate their teachers.  New teacher evaluation systems that include measures of student 
growth as an indicator of teacher efficacy have been introduced to nearly all the states in the 
United States.    
The focus of this qualitative case study is on an attitudinal change of teachers towards 
their evaluation with the implementation of a new evaluation system.  The goal of this qualitative 
case study is to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the new New Jersey teacher 
evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes toward evaluation in a eastern New Jersey school 
district.  This study presents a history and evolution of the accountability movement in 
education; it also reviews literature regarding the efficacy of performance based teacher 
evaluation systems.  Furthermore, an overview of the national movement towards performance 
based teacher evaluation systems is presented, followed by an in depth explanation of the New 
Jersey legislature and regulation of teacher reform.  The data collected in this qualitative case 
study include interviews of participants, collection of artifacts, and an outline of historical events.  
The data was analyzed using coding and triangulation techniques to gain an in-depth 
understanding of how the implementation of a new teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ 
attitudes.   
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Accountability Movement.  
Accountability has been a primary focus of school reform agendas for some time.  The 
federal government has been a motivating force behind such reforms by publishing reports, 
passing federal accountability legislation, and offering states grant funds to support reform. 
In August of 1981, the United States Secretary of Education, Timothy Bell, created the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education.   The commission was charged with examining the 
quality of education in the United States. The final report was titled, A Nation At Risk, and 
highlighted serious concerns in public education and demanded improvements.  The nation was 
found to be deficient in four areas within the report: content, expectations, time, and teaching.  
The report indicated numerous recommendations to improve teacher quality and teacher 
preparation, and emphasized upgrading the profession of teaching.  This federal report was 
designed to generate reform of the educational system and renew the Nation’s commitment to 
education (National Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983, p. 1).   National education 
reform during the 1990s addressed deficiencies in educational content and expectations with the 
passing of Goal 2000.  The current state of education reform seeks to improve teaching through 
teacher evaluation procedures.  
The standards movement began in the 1990s with the passing of Goal 2000: Educate 
America Act (1994).  This Act increased demand on student achievement for schools, however 
Goal 2000 did not include an official mandate for teacher evaluation.  The movement focused on 
setting educational standards to be taught in schools, nevertheless the current model for teacher 
evaluation was found to be a poor way to measure teacher effectiveness.  As Peterson (2000) 
states “seventy years of empirical research on teacher evaluation shows that current practices do 
not improve teachers or accurately tell what happens in classrooms” (p.14).   
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The most recent educational reform legislation is the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act 
(2001), which extended the standards movement to include federal accountability for schools.  
This Act shifted education policy from a focus of inputs and process to a focus of outcomes, 
specifically student test performance.  NCLB is designed to address four areas of concern:  
accountability for results, more school choice for parents, additional local control and flexibility, 
and an emphasis on scientifically proven practices.  The Act requires teachers to be deemed 
“Highly Qualified” by one of several methods, with the purpose of increasing teacher quality.  
The methods to gain Highly Qualified status include earning a degree in content area taught, 
passing rigorous state developed assessments, earning an additional advanced degree or graduate 
degree.   While the Highly Qualified status is designed to improve teacher quality and 
effectiveness, the Act does not require a formal teacher evaluation system to measure teacher 
effectiveness.  Through the NCLB Act student achievement is measured for each school, 
however accountability results are not directly related to teacher instruction.   
Although there has not been federal legislation passed requiring states to conduct 
performance based teacher evaluations, the federal government has encouraged it through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 with the Race to the Top (R2T) 
grant (2009).   This four billion dollar education grant is offered to states that advance school 
reform efforts through four areas: adopting standards that prepare students for the global 
workforce; develop data systems to inform teachers and principals on instruction practices; 
recruit, develop, and rewards effective teachers; and improve low achieving schools.  Many 
states have developed and implemented teacher performance based evaluations as a means to 
improve teacher accountability and make sound personnel decisions, as well as meet eligibility 
for R2T funds.   
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Performance Based Teacher Evaluation. 
 Goldrick (2002) suggests evaluation should be used as an informational tool to aide 
administrators in identifying teachers who need additional or specialized support and to help 
individual teachers improve their instructional practice.   The federal government has urged 
policymakers to link teacher efficacy to performance based teacher evaluation with millions of 
dollars in R2T funds which has led to many states enacting reform (Toch, 2009).  Some states 
have gone to the extent of abandoning the long tradition of teacher compensation based on years 
taught and college credits earned and now are using performance indicators to determine teacher 
salaries (Toch, 2009).   
A study conducted by Jacob and Lefgrin (2008) concluded by suggesting the need for 
performance based teacher evaluations.  The authors performed an empirical study comparing 
student achievement data to assessment surveys completed by school leaders.  The study 
concluded school leaders could successfully identify the very best and very worst teachers, 
however are unable to distinguish teachers that produce students in the middle of the 
achievement curve.  This study highlights the need for schools to implement performance-based 
evaluations to aide school leaders in identifying effective teachers and offering teachers specific 
recommendations to improve their practice.   
There is much research on performance based teacher evaluation models.  Some research 
has presented positive affects of the model, such as higher student achievement rates 
(Woessmann, 2011; Goldrick, 2002), accountability for student achievement (Goe, Bell, & Little,  
2008), and data based personnel decisions (Staiger & Rockoff, 2010).  Other studies have 
opposed the use of performance based teacher measure due to error rates in the measurement of 
teacher performance (Schochet & Chiang, 2010), that quantitative performance measure in the 
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public sector will lead to corruption (Adams, Heywood, & Rothstein, 2009), and question the 
evidence that exists to support individual performance based pay (Harvey-Beavis, 2003).  
Goe et al, (2008) suggest that a purposeful evaluation system measures teaching 
outcomes and not simply teaching behavior.  A well-crafted evaluation system that is infused 
with curriculum and professional standards can accomplish more than simply meeting basic 
competences. States and school leaders can measure the effectiveness of teachers at various 
points in their careers.  This capability will grant school leaders the ability to identify effective 
teachers, offer specific recommendations to improve teaching, inform professional development 
needs, and demonstrate accountability for student achievement (Goe et al, 2008). Goldrick 
(2002) adds, performance based teacher evaluations have a greater purpose then observation 
evaluations and have more robust impact on student learning.  In addition, policymakers should 
treat teacher evaluation as an integrated component of the strategy to improve overall teaching 
quality (Goe et al, 2008). 
In addition, Woessmenn (2011), conducted an international study that looked to identify 
evidence that supports performance based pay has a positive effect on student achievement.  The 
study finds that scores in countries with performance-related pay are about one quarter standard 
deviations higher.   Students in countries that make use of teacher performance pay, perform 
significantly better in math, science, and reading than students in countries that do not use 
teacher performance pay. 
Although there is much literature citing the positive effects, and reasons why 
performance based teacher evaluation systems should be implemented, there are equal arguments 
presenting opposing view and warn against evaluation systems that rely solely on quantitative 
measures.  
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Adams et al. (2009) argue that profit maximization is not relevant to government 
employees.  Many comparisons have been made between the public workforce and the private 
sector workforce.  Adams et al. (2009) states there is no relationship between performance and 
earnings for large shares of the private sector and that quantitative accountability systems will 
lead to results that are distorted and corrupt.  The authors urge educational leaders and 
policymakers to recognize the unavoidable corruption cited by economic and management 
literature when considering solely quantitative performance incentives.   In fact, Toch (2009) 
advises student test scores should play a supporting role as compared to a lead role in teacher 
evaluations.   New Jersey’s new teacher evaluation system will use student achievement 
measures as 15-45% of total teacher evaluation, therefore not relying solely on quantitative data 
to measure teacher performance.    
Schochet and Chiang (2010) address the likely error rate that occurs when measuring 
teacher and school performance using value-added models of evaluation amongst upper 
elementary grades.  The authors conclude careful consideration must be practiced when utilizing 
value-added estimates to make high-stakes decisions regarding educators. This is a significant 
policy issue due to the increased trend in using value-added estimates to identify high- and low-
performing instructional staff for special treatment, such as rewards and sanctions. The results 
conclude nearly 90 percent of the variation error is due to conditions that occur outside the 
classroom and teachers control.  Study supports the notion that performance based teacher 
evaluations are not an accurate measure of teacher performance. 
National Picture of Student Growth and Value-Added Model.    
The research of performance based teacher evaluation models is conflicting.  Positives 
that have been identified are increased student achievement, data based personnel decision-
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making, and more accountability (Woessmann, 2011; Goldrick, 2002; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010; 
Goe et al, 2008); however, negatives of utilizing such a model included corruption and errors 
with student growth measures (Adams et al., 2009; Schochet & Chiang, 2010; Toch, 2009).   
Even with the controversy of these types of evaluations, 40 states and Washington D.C. are 
utilizing, developing, or piloting some type of student growth percentile (SGP) or value added 
model (VAM) teacher evaluation system (Collins, 2012) (see Table 1). 
Table 1: Growth and value-added model national overview (Collins, 2012). 
Type of Model No. States 
Student Growth Percentile 
(SGP) 12 
Arizona, Colorado, Hawaii, Indiana, Massachusetts, 
Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Rhode 
Island, Virginia. West Virginia  
Value Added Model (VAM) 9* 
Florida, Louisiana, North Carolina, Ohio. Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Wisconsin, *Washington 
D.C. 
Piloting both SGP and VAM 1 Missouri 
Value Table Model 1 Delaware 
Models in development 18 
Arkansas, Connecticut, Georgia, Iowa, Idaho, Illinois, 
Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, New 
Mexico, Oregon, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, 
Washington, Wyoming 
Local control of School 
Districts 3 
California, Minnesota, Nebraska 
Do not have plans to develop 
statewide SGP or VAM to 
evaluate teachers 
7 
Alabama, Alaska, Montana, New Hampshire, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont 
 
In addition to numerous states utilizing SGP or VAM to evaluate their teachers, many 
have passed legislation requiring it.  The following 30 states* have passed legislation linking 
data to teacher effectiveness:  Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Nevada, New York, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Tennessee, Utah, Rhode Island, Virginia, *Washington D.C., Wisconsin, and Wyoming (Collins, 
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2012).  Many states have high stakes consequences to the SGP or VAM teacher evaluations such 
as merit pay, pay for performance, tenure decisions and terminations (Collins, 2012).    
New Jersey Teacher Evaluation. 
In 2010, the state of New Jersey created the Educator Effectiveness Task Force (EETF) 
to make recommendations to improve the way in which educators were evaluated.  Through this 
task force the “Teacher Effectiveness and Accountability for the Children of New Jersey” Act 
(TEACHNJ Act) was developed.   TEACHNJ Act was signed into law in August 2012 (NJS.A. 
18A:6-117).  The goal of this law is to increase student achievement by “improving instruction 
through the adoption of evaluations that provide specific feedback to educators, inform the 
provision of aligned professional development, and inform personnel decisions” (NJS.A. 18A:6-
118).  TEACHNJ Act includes tenure year reform, by mandating four years to obtain tenure 
status for teachers versus the prior requirement of three years.  In addition, the law requires a 
teacher to receive highly effective or effective evaluations to maintain tenure.  Once a tenured 
teacher receives two consecutive years of partially effective or ineffective evaluations, they are 
stripped of their tenure status.           
TEACHNJ Act is a tenure reform law, however AchieveNJ are the regulations that 
provide the details for districts to implement the law effectively. For many years, teacher 
evaluations in New Jersey were based on individual school district policy and in compliance with 
the state New Jersey Administrative Code (NJA.C.) 6A:32-4.4/5 and New Jersey Statutes 
Annotated (NJS.A.) 18A:27-3.1.  Districts were required to perform one formal observation on 
tenured teachers and three formal observations on non-tenured teachers in one academic year.  In 
addition, districts were required to conduct one yearly summative evaluation for each teacher 
employed.    
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AchieveNJ is vastly different from the prior regulations.  Numerous observations are 
required for teachers, and student achievement will now be included in teacher evaluations.  
AchieveNJ consists of two measures: teacher practice and student growth.  Student growth is 
measured in two ways:  student growth objectives (SGO) and student growth percentages (SGP).  
Teachers receive a numeric outcome for both teacher practice and student outcome.   The 
numerics are combined for the yearly evaluation.   Outcomes of an evaluation place teachers into 
one of four categories of performance: highly effective, effective, partially effective, and 
ineffective.   
Teacher practice. 
According to AchieveNJ, teacher practice must be measured by a state approved rubric 
system.  State approved rubrics include: Danielson 2011, Danielson 2007, Stronge, McRel, 
Marzano, Marshall, Rhode Island Model, or district developed rubric approved at state level. 
Figure 1:  Breakdown of evaluation models used by the state of New Jersey.  
 
42%$
16%$
11%$
9%$
9%$ 7%$
1%$ 5%$
Teacher'Practice'Rubrics'
Danielson$2011$Danielson$2007$Stronge$McRel$Marzano$Marshall$Rhode$Island$Model$Other$
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Prior regulations required one observation per year for tenure teachers. Under AchieveNJ 
regulations, teachers are required to have numerous observations throughout the school year.  In 
addition, AchieveNJ defines two types of observations: long- 40 minutes and short- 20 minutes. 
As displayed in Table 2, there are three categories of teachers: nontenured, tenures, and teachers 
on corrective action plans.  The required observations for each category of teachers are indicated 
in Table 2:  
Table 2: Number of teacher observations by category. 
Teacher Category 
Minimum # of 
Observations 
Required 
Nontenured 
Years 1-2 
3 
(2 long, 1 short) 
Years 3-4 
3 
(1 long, 2 short) 
Tenured Effective Highly Effective 
3 
(0 long, 3 short) 
Corrective Action Plan + 1 (length at district discretion) 
 
Scores received on the district-adopted rubric generate the outcome of teacher practice.  
The score must be between 1-4 as outlined on the rubric.  This is new for New Jersey teachers, as 
prior evaluations have been in a narrative form. 
Student growth. 
Under the AchieveNJ regulations, student growth can be measured in two ways:  student 
growth objective (SGO) and/or student growth percentage (SGP).  SGOs are created at the 
school level and are monitored by the building level administration.  They must include a teacher 
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created pre and post assessment to measure student growth.  SGPs are developed from student 
scores on the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK) test.  The NJASK is 
given to students in grades 3 through 8 in the subjects of mathematics and language arts/reading.  
The SGP is created by measuring individual student growth each year a student takes the NJASK.  
Teachers that receive SGPs are those teaching math and language arts in grades 4 through 8. 
Their student growth measure will consist of a combined SGP for all of their students and one 
teacher created SGO.  All other teachers will receive two teacher-created SGOs (see Table 3).  
Table 3.  Break down of teachers receiving SGOs and SGPs.  
Teachers that will receive                                
1 SGO and 1 SGP 
Teachers that will receive                               
2 SGOs 
All grade 4 through 8 teachers in the area of 
Mathematics and Language Arts/ Reading 
All other teachers. 
• Examples: 
o Grade Pre-K through 3 
o Grade 9 through 12 
o Subject area teachers: Science, 
Social studies, Art, and Physical 
Education. 
 
Summative rating. 
Contributing to the summative rating under AchieveNJ is a combination of teacher 
practice, the outcome of the evaluation rubric, and student growth, the outcome of SGOs and/or 
SGPs (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2:  Contributing components to the summative rating.  
 
 As outlined in Figure 3, a summative rating is made up of two or three components.  The 
weighting of the components are different for teachers in NJASK tested subjects and grades and 
all other teachers.  The weighting for teachers in NJASK subjects and grades is:  55% teacher 
practice, 30% SGP, and 15% SGO.   The weight for all other teachers is: 85% teacher practice 
and 15% SGO (see Figure 3).   
Figure 3: Weighting of components in final evaluation rating.  
 
Teachers’ raw score on the teacher practice rubric is combined with their raw score of student 
growth through SGOs or SGPs (see example in Figure 4).  The final calculation is a numeric 
Teacher$Practice,$55%$SGO,$15%$
SGP,$30%$
Weighting'of'
Components'(Tested)'
Teacher$practice,$85%$
SGO,$15%$
Weighting'of'
Components'(Non;
tested)'
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between 1 and 4.     The New Jersey Department of Education has assigned boundaries to the 
evaluation categories of highly effective, effective, partially effective, and ineffective (Figure 4).  
Figure 4:  Example of calculating final evaluative score.  
Component Raw score Weight Weighted Score 
Teacher 
Practice Rubric 3.0 x 55% 1.65 
SGP 2.2 x 30% 0.66 
SGO 3.0 x 15% 0.45 
Sum of the Weighted Scores 2.76 
 
Statement of the Problem  
The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the 
new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes in an eastern New Jersey 
school district.  
Significance of the Problem 
The findings of this study have implications for the following areas:  (a) provide the site 
school district with vast information about the effects of change, (b) raise awareness about the 
desired and undesired affects of new teacher evaluation system, (c) provide suggestions for 
mitigating negative influences of the new evaluation system and (d) gain powerful information 
that can be used to guide new change initiatives within the site.  In addition, this type of 
TEACHER EVALUATION          18  
knowledge can provide a road map for other school districts and/or states in similar situations of 
introducing new teacher evaluation initiatives.   
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
Central Question 
1. How does the implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relate to 
teachers’ attitudes towards this evaluation? 
Sub Questions 
a. How does this attitude manifest in teacher practice?    
b. How does onsite implementation and the role of the building administration influence 
teacher attitudes?  
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework of this study is demonstrated in Figure 5.  The framework is 
created under the main umbrella of the implementation of a new evaluation system for all of 
New Jersey schools.  This new evaluation is a major change from the prior model used through 
out the state.  With a major change to the teacher evaluation system, Change Theory was 
identified as a key factor in this study. Change Theory serves as a second tier umbrella of this 
framework.  The third tier of this framework includes Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Evaluation 
and Teacher Practice.  The new system of teacher evaluation under AchieveNJ will include vast 
increases in standardized and locally based assessments, which will accompany high stakes for 
teachers.  This aspect of the framework seeks to investigate the affects the new teacher 
evaluation system has on teacher’s attitudes and the affect their attitudes have on teacher practice, 
such as teaching to the test. Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Evaluation is equally as important to 
teaching to the test.  These attitudes will provide an important measure of successful change.    
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Figure 5. Conceptual framework.  
 
Definition of Terms 
• Teacher Practice:  Teacher practice includes classroom instruction, classroom management 
planning and preparation, monitoring and assessment, and professional responsibilities 
(Marshall, 2009). 
• Teacher’s Attitude: An attitude is a mental position toward a topic, person, or event that 
influenced the holder’s feelings, perceptions, learning process, and subsequent behaviors 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  
• Performance Based Evaluation:  A teacher evaluation that measure instruction as well as 
the outcomes of instruction.  Measurement of outcomes include standardize test scores, local 
assessments, and student portfolios. 
• Standards Based Evaluation:  Standards based evaluation includes a rubric or list of 
standards that a teacher is measured.  A few examples of standards based evaluations of 
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teacher practice that the state of New Jersey has approved include: Danielson, Marshall, 
McRel, Stronge, and Marzano. 
• Clinical Evaluation:  Clinical evaluation includes administrative observations of a teacher 
during instruction.  The observation is subjective to the observer and the report is in the form 
of a narrative.  
• Student Growth Objective (SGO):  Teacher generated pre and post assessment to measure 
student growth (NJDOE, 2013). 
• Student Growth Percentile (SGP): An SGP score compares a student’s academic growth 
on the NJASK from one year to the next to the growth made by that student’s academic peers 
(NJDOE, 2013).  
• Value Added Model (VAM): VAM measures achievement gains from all students year-to-
year calculated using standardized test scores. 
Summary  
 This chapter introduces the reader to the issue of implementing major change in the 
teacher evaluation system in New Jersey schools.  The history of accountability in education 
began with the standards movement identifying what teachers should cover in their curriculums, 
to standardized testing to determine if students are proficient in said standards.  The current pulse 
of accountability lies within teachers’ effectiveness to teach.  Whether performance based 
evaluations of teachers are an effective measure of their efficacy has been debated.  The purpose 
of this study is to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes and in turn classroom practice.   
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Chapter 2: Critical Review of the Literature  
Introduction to Three Streams of Research 
A new model of teacher evaluation will result in a huge change for all school districts in 
New Jersey.  The literature review of this study was designed utilizing the conceptual framework 
identified in chapter 1.  The three streams of literature investigated in this study are change 
theory and evaluation change, attitudes towards teacher evaluation, and effects on teacher 
practice with regards to teaching to the test.       
Stream 1:  Change Theory 
 According to Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata (2002) meaningful teacher evaluations can be a 
channel for school improvement.  The state of New Jersey’s implementation of AchieveNJ 
initiated major changes in the teacher evaluation system for all New Jersey schools.  This stream 
of research investigates change theory and existing research on change with regards to evaluation 
systems.  This stream begins with an overview of popular change theories and how the 
perceptions of a policy affect its implementation.  Furthermore, it reviews research investigating 
the school leaders role in policy change and how the perceptions of a building principal can 
influence teachers’ perceptions of a new evaluation system.  Lastly, this stream reviews research 
regarding the affects a positive culture has on change within a school organization.   
 Change and leadership theories discussed in this literature review included Senge, 
Scharmer, Jaworski, and Flowers’ (2004) “Theory U”, Fullen’s (2008) “Six Secrets of Change”, 
and Heifetz and Linsky (2002) “Leadership on the Line”.   
Theory U (Senge et al., 2004) relates to leadership and how leaders interact with the 
situation around them.   According to the Senge et al. (2004), "most change initiatives that end 
up going nowhere don't fail because they lack grand visions and noble intentions, they fail 
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because people can't see the reality they face”.   It is important for a leader to be present in the 
reality they are leading and not make top down requests on subordinates.  Instead, they should 
collaborate with staff and gain the most current information before deciding on the specifics of a 
change initiative.   A leader must be present in the situation to truly understand it. Without 
comprehending the full circumstances a leaders decisions could be unfavorable to the 
organization and the staff operations.    
Heifetz and Linsky (2002) discuss similar actions for a leader when implement change.  
They discuss the metaphor of moving between the balcony and the dance floor.  This metaphor 
serves as a description of a leader finding the balance between understanding the intricacies of an 
organizations as well as having their eye on the bigger picture; a leader must take stock in what 
is going on around them to gain the best interpretation.  This clearer picture will allow the leader 
to understand how an initiative will be perceived.  Heifetz and Linsky (2002) stress the 
importance of finding where people are coming from, so you can connect with them and engage 
them in change.  Adaptive change involves changing people’s hearts and minds so they can learn 
new ways.   
Furthermore, Fullan (2008) identifies  “Six Secrets of Change” that work synergistically:  
love your employees, connect peer with purpose, capacity building prevails, learning is the work, 
transparency rules, and systems learn.  He emphasizes valuing your employees, fostering 
collaboration, being honest and clear, and creating learning opportunities as actions leadership 
can take towards creating an organization ready for change.     
Each of these theories shares common ideas regarding change and having staff see the 
value in the change and buy into it.  In the case of New Jersey’s teacher evaluation system, 
teachers’ perceptions of the new evaluation system are vital to understand the success or failure 
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of the policy (Tuytens & Devos, 2009; Fullen, 2008; Heifetz and Linsky, 2002).   An exploratory 
study in Belgium  (Tuytens & Devos, 2009) describes the development and use of the Policy 
Characteristics Scale designed from research by Fullan (2001) on policy implementation to 
identify teachers’ perceptions of a new teacher evaluation policy.  The study concluded teachers’ 
perception of the educational policy is vital to understand the success or failure of the policy.  In 
addition, the three factors that effected teachers’ perceptions were the practicality, need and 
clarity of the policy.   
Research on the principals’ role in teacher evaluation policy change indicates positive results 
when a principal engages in the process and embraces the role of instructional leaders in the 
building (Ovando & Ramirez, 2007).  Principals that set clear expectations, monitor teachers 
regularly in their classrooms, and connect with teachers (Ovando & Ramirez, 2007; Coldren & 
Spillane, 2007) have concluded with positive results with policy changes.  Committing time and 
thoroughly planning for change was also cited as an important factor in teacher evaluation policy 
change (Brown and Anfara, 2003).   
A study by Ovando and Ramirez (2007) sought to identify principals’ actions when 
working within a successful accountability teacher evaluation model (Ovando & Ramirez, 2007).  
This multiple case study focused on six school administrators from the same district.  The study 
utilized interviews, observations, and journaling.   The data revealed that the principals were 
engaged in the process of teacher evaluation and took on the role of instructional leaders in their 
building.  The actions they included were setting clear expectations, monitoring instruction 
regularly, and connecting staff development with evaluation results.    
Furthermore, a study conducted by Coldren and Spillane (2007) investigated the traits of 
successful leadership in a k-8 school system.  The study included interviews of 38 teachers, 
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observations of 19 administrative meetings, and 15 grade level meetings.  The study concluded 
leaders that successfully implemented the teacher evaluation process had routine and sustained 
connections with their teachers addressing classroom instruction.  In addition, they increased 
professional development in areas that aligned to an individual’s performance evaluations.   
Lastly, a qualitative case study by Brown and Anfara (2003) sought to identify the 
strategies of implementing school wide reform.  The study included 98 surveyed and 44 
interviews of school administrators.  The findings indicated that a visionary leader explores 
change, educates on the issue of change, and is committed and supportive of change. He or she 
invests time to thoroughly explore the issue and create an in-depth plan to implement the change.   
The perceptions of a building principal can influence teachers’ perceptions of a new 
evaluation system.  A study by O’Pry and Schumacher (2012) compared the clinical model of 
evaluation and a standards based model with first year teachers; the survey given measured 
career and evaluation satisfaction.  The study concluded principals were a factor in teachers’ 
perceptions of either type of evaluation.  Principals that were knowledgeable, took time to make 
teachers feel supported, gave valuable and timely feedback, and guided through meaningful 
reflections developed a trusting relationship with teachers and therefore perceived the evaluation 
experience as positive.  Principals that were lacking any of the above stated factors had teachers 
with negative perceptions of the evaluation system.  This study directly relates teacher 
perceptions of principals’ leadership style when working closely with staff.   
There is research to demonstrate a leader’s ability to enact change in an organization with 
a positive culture (Eilers & Camacho, 2007; Pepper & Thomas, 2002), in addition, there is 
research to support a leader’s ability to improve the culture of an organization (Peterson & Deal, 
1998, Hennessy, 1998; Eilers & Camacho, 2007).  
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An autoethnographical study by Pepper and Thomas (2002) highlighted a new principal 
developing an understanding that a positive school culture is integral to confronting many 
challenges.  Changes in the school organization were addressed with much more ease as the 
principal adopted a more transformational leadership approach and developed a positive school 
culture.   Although this is a small scale study, this informs the New Jersey schools district of 
some best practices when facing school change.  In addition, Eilers and Camacho (2007) utilized 
a survey tool to measure the schools readiness to reform based on the schools’ culture.     
 School leaders must factor in teachers perceptions when enacting change such as a new 
teacher evaluation system and monitor the effects the perceptions have on school culture.  The 
research shows that teachers’ perceptions vary on school leadership (Karaköse, 2008). 
Based on the above research, leaders have the ability to enact the change of the teacher 
evaluation system in a positive fashion.  Attention must be paid to the teachers’ perceptions of 
the principal, the principal’s role within the new model, and the staffs’ understanding of the need 
for the new policy.   
Stream 2:  Teacher Practice 
The new New Jersey teacher evaluation system includes increased standardized testing 
from the state as well as local assessments in classrooms to measure student growth.  These high 
stakes assessments have consequences for students and schools, however under the new system 
these consequences now have a direct impact of teachers and their performance.    This stream of 
literature delves into the affect high stakes testing has on teachers’ classroom practice, 
specifically investigating the notion of teaching to the test.    
There are many motivating factors for teachers to improve their practice.  A study by Joo, 
Lee, & Jung (2012) investigated the motivation of teachers to reflect and improve their practice.  
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The study was conducted amongst 30 schools in Korea and 284 teachers were randomly sampled.  
It concluded there are many different factors that influence teacher motivation.  The factors 
researched were gender, grade level taught, urban or suburban setting, and years in education.  
Rather then one system fits all, the study suggests, leaders identify the motivation factor of 
individual employees in an effort to improve practice.  This may not be a feasible solution to 
teacher motivation, especially due to its one-size fits all nature the state of New Jersey has 
implemented.     
Factors such as gender and years in education influence teachers’ attitude towards the 
high stakes tests (Liauh, 2011), furthermore, many studied have concluded that high stakes 
testing increase anxiety (Esposito, 2003) and create more stress on teacher, administrators, and 
students (Kiser, 2007; Schmudde, 2001; Buonomo, 2012).     
A mixed methods study conducted by Liauh, (2011) investigates the attitudes towards the 
adoption and implementation of an Exit English Examination in Taiwanese Universities.  The 
study consisted of 66 English faculty and 1009 students in 10 Taiwan universities.  The results of 
the study indicated that factors such as gender and years in education influenced the faculty’s 
attitude towards the Exit English Examination.  In addition, nearly half the faculty population felt 
it was inappropriate to teach to the test.   
Furthermore, a study conducted by Esposito (2003) explored the perspectives of the key 
stakeholders involved in the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System.  The 
stakeholders included students, faculty, administration, parents, and the community.  The 
qualitative study implored open-ended unstructured interview in two middle class suburban 
school districts.  The study concluded that high stakes testing increases anxiety and pressure and 
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suggests data be used to develop improvement plans and programs, de-emphasizing the use as a 
performance measure.  
Other studied have investigated the effects high stakes tests have on class instruction, and 
activities (Lock, 2001).  These study conclude high stakes test decrease exploratory learning 
(Stegman, 2006) and increase drill practice and test preparation activities (Schmudde, 2001; 
Stegman 2006; MacPherson, 2007). 
A qualitative study held in Ontario sought to provide information about the influence on 
new curriculum and regional testing on classroom practice (Lock, 2001).  The study utilized 
observation, interview, focus groups, and questionnaire to gain information from 9th grade 
mathematics teachers.  The new curriculum and regional testing was expected to have a positive 
influence on classroom practice however the influences measured were minimal and negative.   
A qualitative study conducted in a large urban district in Florida investigated fourth and 
fifth grade teachers’ perceptions of the impact of school improvement and accountability system, 
such as high stakes testing (Schmudde, 2001).   The study specifically measured allocation of 
instructional time, choice of instructional strategies, educational quality, and appraisal of job 
satisfaction.   The results of the study concluded the accountability system and test had a 
substantial impact on time allocations and instructional strategies.  Teachers noted spending 
much more instructional time on tested subjects and using drill and practice instructional 
methods to prepare for testing.  In addition, the teachers overall perceptions were that the 
accountability measures did not improve the quality of teaching and in fact granted them less 
satisfaction in their position and careers.   
In addition, a study conducted by Stegman (2006) investigated the perceptions of 8th 
grade teachers regarding the effects of standardized tests on the curriculum and mode of 
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instruction.  This quantitative study utilized a 45 items survey to gather information from 327 
teachers in New York’s Nassau and Suffolk counties.  The study concluded with three major 
outcomes:  increase in test taking strategies instruction, reduced time and focus on exploratory 
learning, and specific groups pulled out and targeted with addition test preparation.   
Furthermore, a case study of two high schools in British Columbia sought to study the 
views and practices of mathematics education teachers on high stakes testing (MacPherson, 
2007).  The study included triangulation of data amongst observations, surveys, records review 
and interviews.   The outcomes of the case study indicated a significant relationship between 
high stakes testing and teaching practices, represented in teaching to the test.  The high stakes 
testing shaped instruction, local assessments, and the overall math program.    
Other then affecting classroom practice, high stakes testing has been a catalyst for 
curriculum changes, limiting and narrowing topics (Buonomo, 2012) and designing the 
curriculum as a blueprint for the high stakes test (Kiser, 2007).   
A mixed methods study conducted by Buonomo (2012) sought to determine the extent to 
which teachers feel their creativity in teaching is affected by high stakes testing.  Nineteen 
participants completed Likert surveys, open-ended questionnaires and interviews in this study.  
The results concluded standardized testing effects curriculum by limiting subjects taught to 
tested material focusing on increasing test preparation.   This leads to eliminated creativity from 
instruction and increase stress and pressure on students to perform.   
Moreover, a qualitative study in southwest Virginia investigated attitudes towards high 
stake testing and implications for changes in classroom instructional (Kiser, 2007).  Interviews 
and observations were conducted in 3 school systems and the results concluded classroom 
instruction changed and became narrower to align with the test blueprint.  This narrowing limited 
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creativity within the classroom.  In addition, attitudes indicated the testing induced a negative 
influence and create more stress on teachers, administrators, and students.  
Lastly, questions have been raised about the use of the data produced from the vast 
amount of standardized testing.   Some research has found that data was solely used to identify 
students for intervention (Lowe, 2012; Stegman, 2006; Esposito, 2003).  Other researchers have 
found few teachers or schools use data to inform their practice (Collins, 2012) and that 
discrepancies have been identified between teachers and their administrators’ interpretation of 
scores (Collins, 2012).  
A mixed methods study by Collins (2012) investigated the intended and unintended 
consequences associated with new value added model in a Houston Independent School District 
(HISD) teacher evaluation system.  HISD is one of the largest school districts in the country with 
300 schools, over 200,000 students, and 13,000 teachers.  The study included a survey with 
quantitative and qualitative questions that 1,338 teachers completed.  There were inconsistent 
results amongst the teachers, however a few interesting outcomes such as:  discrepancies exist 
between teacher and administrator interpretations of scores, few teachers use score to inform 
their practice and instruction, competition amongst teachers and decreases morale in school 
building, and encouraged cheating and teaching to the test.   
Standards based testing have become the norm nation wide, however with the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system’s increase in assessments, standardized and self-created, there 
will be high-stakes consequences for teachers.  It is clear from the research that high stakes 
testing increases stress, anxiety, and encourages teaching to the test that leads to an impact on 
instruction in the classroom.    
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Stream 3:  Attitudes of Teacher Evaluation 
Many states are moving to performance based teacher evaluations to measure teacher 
effectiveness and to determine teachers’ compensation.  This stream of research investigates the 
teachers’ attitudes of evaluation.  The research of teachers‘ attitudes towards performance based 
teacher evaluations is limited.  This may be due to the short duration this type of evaluation has 
been utilized in the United States; much of the research on performance based teacher 
evaluations exists from other countries.  This stream begins with addressing the one size fits all 
approach to evaluation, then seeks to understand what purpose evaluation has to those in 
different constituencies.  This stream then delves into teachers’ attitudes and the effect leadership 
has on those attitudes.   
As discussed in Stream 1, motivation for teachers to improve their practice differs (Joo et 
al, 2012).   Research has concluded the one size fits all approach is a poor model (Joo et al, 
2012) and when utilizing a one size fits all approach differences amongst level of education must 
be taken into consideration (Sweeley, 2004). 
A quantitative study conducted by Sweeley (2004) sought to determine teachers’ attitudes 
towards the domains of the Danielson model and to identify reasons leading to any differences.  
The study included a five point Likert scale survey was completed by 230 teachers in elementary, 
middle and high schools in Pennsylvania.  The results of the study concluded, in general, 
teachers agree with Danielson’s domains of effective teaching, however elementary teachers had 
a higher agreement rate then secondary teachers.  This difference was attributed to the 
differences of the profession amongst teaching different grade levels and secondary teachers 
teaching to a mixed grade level of students in specific content areas.  The study recommended 
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taking these differences into consideration when using a one size fits all rubric to evaluate 
teachers.   
In addition to the differences amongst levels of education, research has shown that 
teacher evaluations are viewed differently by various constituencies (Ramsey, 2004).  Many 
believe evaluation should serve as a teaching tool to reflect good practice and teachers using 
standard based evaluations expressed having more control over their performance (Conley, 
Muncey, & You, 2005).   
 A quantitative study conducted by Ramsey (2004) evaluated the processes and 
procedures of teacher evaluation to determine the needs, desires, and motivations of the various 
constituencies with stake in teacher evaluation.  The constituencies included teachers, school 
administrators, and parents of an urban and rural mixed school district in Sparta, Washington.  
The results of the survey indicated there are gaps between what each constituency beliefs to be 
the purpose of teacher evaluations.  Constituents outside of the education profession, largely look 
upon teacher evaluation as a means of quality control while those within the profession desire it 
to be a means towards professional development.   
A study of teacher perceptions of standards based evaluation in California led to the 
conclusion that teachers felt they had more control over their performance (Conley et al, 2005).  
The study implied career satisfaction would be linked to the new evaluation system and that 
important consideration should be made to maintain teachers trust in evaluations and amongst 
school leaders.  It also implied the evaluation should serve as a teaching tool and reflect good 
practice rather then point out teacher flaws.  The study of four schools in southern California 
resulted in teachers feeling they had more control over their evaluation using a standard based 
model, which enhanced their career satisfaction.   
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 Although teachers felt more control using a standard based model of evaluation (Conley 
et al, 2005), other studies have concluded that teachers perceive the administration as unprepared 
to utilize new performance based model (Himmelein, 2009) and that teacher believe clinical 
observations to be inaccurate when principals do not provide them with feedback (McCaffrey, 
2000).   
A quantitative study conducted in Northwest Ohio investigated teachers’ current attitudes 
on evaluation and on a newly proposed evaluation model (Himmelein, 2009).  The newly 
propose model would include evidence of teachers’ effectiveness in the form of student 
achievement data.  The teachers surveyed did identify a need to revise the current model to 
provide more feedback for improving their practice, however, they felt that administrators were 
not prepared to utilize the newly proposed model and that teachers were given very little 
orientation of the new model.   In addition, the new model was designed to provide teachers with 
more feedback, however less then 2% of the teachers were identified as in need for remediation.  
With so little teachers in need of remediation, questions can be raised about whether it was 
necessary to change the evaluation model.  
Furthermore, a quantitative study conducted by McCaffrey (2000) sought to determine 
the attitudes of teachers towards administrative practices in supervision and evaluation.  The 
study includes 114 instructors from four laboratory or research schools in Florida.   The results 
concluded, in a clinical observation model teachers were less likely to believe the evaluation was 
a accurate reflection of teacher effectiveness if they did not receive feedback from the evaluator.  
Lastly one theme that has been clear throughout the literature is teachers’ perceptions of a 
new evaluation system or an existing evaluation system can be greatly affected by the leadership 
(Fox-Norwitz, 2013; O’Pry and Schumacher, 2012; Nandi, 2011).  
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A mixed methods study conducted in Rhode Island, investigated charter school teachers’ 
attitudes of the implementation of the new model of Educator Evaluation System (Fox-Norwitz, 
2013).  Thirty individuals participated in a survey and six in a focus group for this study.  The 
study sought to measure teachers’ attitudes towards the implementation of the new model based 
on “vision”, “structure”, “support”, and “trust”.    The study concluded that leadership 
dimensions such as trust, support and structure had a significant correlation of teachers attitudes 
towards the new Educator Evaluation System. Questions can be raised whether similar outcomes 
could be replicated in different setting, especial setting which include collective bargaining 
employees. 
An additional study at the higher education setting also reported that upper administration 
had effects on teacher performance (Nandi, 2011).    This mixed method study surveyed 132 and 
interviewed 80 faculty of higher education.  The results concluded that faculty felt the basic 
administrative skills of upper authorities influenced their performance.   This performance link to 
administration would affect the performance of a teacher under the evaluation model.   
   The above research concluded teacher evaluation serves a different purpose for 
individuals in varying positions.   Teachers’ attitudes of evaluation also vary based on the type of 
evaluation and on the use of evaluation.  Lastly, a common theme through all the literature 
indicates that leadership can have an effect on teachers’ attitudes towards evaluation systems.   
 Convergence and Conclusion  
This literature review addressed relevant issues when implementing a new teacher 
evaluation system in a school organization.  The three streams of literature investigated were 
change theory and evaluation change, attitudes towards teacher evaluation, and effects on teacher 
practice with regards to teaching to the test.    The research concluded successful change can be 
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implemented and school leaders can effect change, high stakes testing can increase teaching to 
the test, which in turn can shape instruction and curriculum as well as increase stress and anxiety, 
and lastly, teacher attitudes of evaluation vary, however, principals can influence attitudes in a 
positive manner.   
Many questions arise from the literature review regarding the state of New Jersey schools 
and the evaluation reform that is underway:  (1) have New Jersey schools utilized change theory 
to enact change in a positive manner? (2) with increase testing, will this new model create a 
culture of teaching to the test?  (3) what affect have New jersey principals had on their building 
implementation?.  The following questions led to the development of the research questions of 
this study: 
Central Question 
1. How does the implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relate to 
teachers’ attitudes towards this evaluation? 
Sub Questions 
a. How does this attitude manifest in teacher practice?    
b. How does onsite implementation influence teacher attitudes? 
The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the 
new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes in a eastern New Jersey 
school district.   The results of this study will provide the site school district with vast 
information about the effects of change.  The findings of this study have implications for the 
following areas:  (a) provide the site school district with vast information about the effects of 
change, (b) raise awareness about the desired and undesired affects of new teacher evaluation 
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system, (c) provide suggestions for mitigating negative influences of the new evaluation system 
and (d) gain powerful information that can be used to guide new change initiatives within the site. 
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Chapter 3:  Research Methodology 
Introduction   
This chapter begins with a description of the research site and population for this study.  
A detailed description of recruitment methods and study participants is provided.  In addition, a 
full explanation of the research rationale and data collection is presented.  Data analysis 
procedures are described and resulted in nine major themes.   
Population 
The location for this research study is a suburban school district in eastern New Jersey.  
The district is in the top socioeconomic ranking within the state with 1.3% of students 
economically disadvantaged.   The ethnic breakdown of students within the district includes:  
74.9% White, 19.6% Asia, 3.2% Hispanic, 1.7% black, and .6% other.  In addition, the district 
includes a 15% enrollment of students with disabilities.  Furthermore, during the 2012-2013 
school year the district included 29 administrators and 477 teachers.   There are seven schools in 
the district educating students from grade levels K through 12.  
Administrative staff. 
The administrative structure of the district included 29 positions comprising of 
superintendent, assistant superintendent, seven building principals, two assistant high school 
principals, and two assistant middle school principals.  The high school includes a chairperson 
for each of the core academic areas: Mathematics, English, Social Studies, Science and World 
Language.  Furthermore, there is a Director of Music and an Athletic Director.  In addition, there 
is an instructional supervisor in each of the elementary schools and one at the middle school.  
Lastly, the Special Services department includes a director and two supervisors.  The 
administrators and supervisors listed all participate in instructional supervision of teachers. 
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Teaching staff. 
During the 2012-2013 school year, there were 477 teachers employed in the seven 
schools.   This figure included all K-5 grade level teachers, 6-12 content teachers, special 
education teachers, related arts teachers, world language teachers, and physical education 
teachers.     
Figure 6: Teachers in district 
 
Old teacher evaluation model. 
Prior to 2013-2014 school year, the procedures for evaluating teachers in the district were 
outlined in the district’s Teacher Evaluation System document.  Evaluations included formal 
observations and visits, walk-through observations, work samples, conferences, professional 
development plans, and completed state required professional development hours.  This model 
did not include percentages or weights to indicate any one area more valuable then another.   
According to board policy, teachers with tenure status were required to receive one 
observation and one evaluation per academic year.   Non-tenure teachers were required to 
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receive three observations and one evaluation per academic year.  Figure 7 describes the 
district’s teachers that met the criteria for acceptable performance under the prior method of 
evaluation.  District wide, 98.9 percent of the teachers met acceptable performance during the 
2012-2013 school year. Under this old method of evaluation, teachers were deemed acceptable 
or unacceptable.   
Figure 7:  Percentage of Performance of teachers per school in year 2012-2013. 
 
New teacher evaluation model. 
As outlined in Chapter 1 of this document, the new model to evaluate teachers includes a 
student growth measure and a rubric score of teacher practice; both measured on a scale of 1 to 4. 
The new model includes four categories of effectiveness for teachers:  Highly Effective, 
Effective, Partially Effective, and Ineffective (New Jersey Educator Effectiveness Task Force, 
2011).   
Student growth measure. 
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The student growth measure can be measured using Student Growth Objectives (SGO) 
and/or Student Growth Percentage (SGP).   SGOs are created at the school level and are 
monitored by the building level administration.  SGPs are developed from student scores on the 
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK) test.   Teachers that will receive 
SGPs are those teaching math and language arts in grades 4 through 8. Their student growth 
measure will consist of a combined SGP for all of their students and one teacher created SGO.  
All other teachers will receive two teacher-created SGOs (see Table 3).   
Table 3.  Break down of teachers receiving SGOs and SGPs.  
Teachers that receive                                      
1 SGO and 1 SGP 
Teachers that receive                                       
2 SGOs 
All grade 4 through 8 teachers in the area of 
Mathematics and Language Arts/ Reading 
All other teachers. 
• Examples: 
o Grade Pre-K through 3 
o Grade 9 through 12 
o Subject area teachers: Science, 
Social Studies, Art, and 
Physical Education. 
 
 
Teacher practice. 
Each district in New Jersey was required under AchieveNJ to develop a District 
Evaluation Advisory Committee (DEAC).  The DEAC is made up of a diverse group of 
stakeholders in the district and charged with advising the district on the implementation of the 
new evaluation system for all teachers.  The committee developed in this eastern New Jersey 
school district includes the superintendent, assistant superintendent, four building principals, 
director of music, high school English chairperson, and nine teachers from various schools in the 
district.  This committee provided feedback regarding the various rubric models presented to the 
district.  The final decision made by upper administration was to choose the Kim Marshall Model 
TEACHER EVALUATION          40  
to evaluate teacher practice (Appendix A).  The DEAC then adapted the Marshall Model rubric 
to customize it to the districts needs (Appendix B).  
Marshall Model. 
The Marshall Model consists of a rubric with six domains:  (1) planning and preparation, 
(2) classroom management, (3) delivery of instruction, (4) monitoring, assessments, and follow-
up, (5) family and community outreach, and (6) professional responsibilities (Marshall, 2009).   
AchieveNJ has called for specific number of long (40 minute) and short (20 minute) observations 
as outlined in Chapter 1 of this document.  The Marshall Model calls for mini observations 
lasting 10-15 minutes, this is in conflict with the AchieveNJ standards for observations.  The 
Department of Education for New Jersey has approved the Marshall Model as an acceptable 
rubric to measure teacher practice and has therefore permitted 10-15 minutes observation in lieu 
of 20 minute observations as long as the total minutes observed has been met.  Table 4 indicates 
the number of 10-15 minute mini observations teachers will receive in the district under the 
Marshall Model.   
Table 4.  Observations teacher will receive under new evaluation system. 
Teacher Category 
Minimum # of 
Observations 
Required 
Minimum # of Mini 
Observations using 
the Marshall Model 
Required by district 
Nontenured 
Years 1-2 
3 
10  
(2 long, 1 short) 
Years 3-4 
3 
8  
(1 long, 2 short) 
Tenured Effective Highly Effective 
3 
6  
(0 long, 3 short) 
Corrective Action Plan +1 (length at district discretion) 10 
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Site Description 
No teachers at the high school level and very few teachers in the elementary school level 
receive an SGP as a component of their evaluation, therefore the middle school population 
offered the best sample of possible participants that would receive both types of student growth 
measure. For this reason, the middle school was chosen as the research site for this study.  
The middle school has 110 teachers and educates grades six through eight.  All teachers 
in the middle school received satisfactory evaluations for the 2012-2013 school year.  The 
administrators in the middle school include:  principal, two assistant principals, an instruction 
supervisor, a share time special education supervisor, and share time music supervisor.   
The school utilizes a teaming approach for core academic instruction.  Each team 
includes an English, mathematics, social studies and science teacher.  The sixth and seventh 
grades each have four teams and the eighth grade has three teams.   One teacher on each team 
serves as the team leader and dispenses information to the teams of teachers.  Teams of teachers 
meet weekly with guidance counselor to discuss performance of students.   Teachers that are not 
grouped together in teams include: special education teachers, related art teachers, world 
language teachers, and physical education teachers.  For the purpose of this study, the researcher 
focused on the four core academic areas:  English, mathematics, social studies and science.  The 
population targeted in this study was the seventh grade teachers across all teams.  This included 
four teachers from each core academic area giving a total of 16 teachers.    
Site Access. 
Confidentiality of the school’s identity and all study participants were maintained; no 
names were used in this study.  On the basis of this stipulation, permission to conduct this study 
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was granted by both the superintendent of schools and by the middle school principal.   Efforts 
were made to ensure research study did not impact the education of any students. 
Participant Recruitment 
Upon receiving IRB approval from Drexel University, an email was sent to the four team 
leaders of the 7th grade titled Volunteer Recruitment (Appendix C). This email asked team 
leaders if the researcher could take time from an upcoming team meeting to present the study and 
describe volunteer participation involvement.  Three team leaders responded and permitted the 
presentation during their next team meeting.   One 7th grade team leader did not respond to two 
attempts of communication via email.  
The researcher attended three 7th grade team meetings and presented the study.  In 
addition, the potential participants were provided with a one page hand out (Appendix C) 
including research questions, participant involvement, and participant statement of 
confidentiality.  A follow up email (Appendix C) was then sent to all potential participants the 
morning after the team meeting to seek volunteers.   Four seventh grade teachers volunteered to 
be participants through this process.     
Due to insufficient 7th grade teacher participation in the study, the researcher followed the 
same procedures identified above to seek potential participants from the 6th and 8th grade 
teaching staff.   Four team leaders in the 6th grade and 3 team leaders in the 8th grade were 
contacted.   As a result the researcher visited three 6th grade and two 8th grade team meetings to 
present the study.  
 Of the total 32 middle school teachers that were presented the study, eight teachers 
volunteered to be participants.  
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Participants Description 
 Volunteer participants of the study included:  four 7th grade teachers, three 6th grade 
teachers, and one 8th grade teachers.  No teachers from the Language Arts department at any 
grade level volunteered for this study.  Building level administration felt strongly this was due to 
Language Arts curriculum revisions limiting teachers’ availability.  Participant numbers were 
assigned in the order that individual interviews took place.   
Table 5.  Study participants by grade level, subject, and type of student growth measure. 
Participant Number Grade Level 
Participant Teaches 
Subject Participant 
Teaches 
Type of Student 
Growth Measure 
Participant #1 7 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #2 7 Science 2 SGOs 
Participant #3 6 Social Studies 2 SGOs 
Participant #4 6 Science 2 SGOs 
Participant #5 7 Social Studies 2 SGOs 
Participant #6 8 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #7 6 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #8 7 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
 
Research Rationale and Design 
Case study is an appropriate design when exploring complex issues such as leadership 
processes (Yin, 1989; Merriam, 2009); this study naturally fits the structure of a case study 
approach to research.   The design of the study is a bounded system; it can be narrowed to a 
specific group of teachers’ attitudes towards evaluation and their teaching practice.  The results 
of the study will inform the implementation of future changes in evaluation systems.   
When comparing different research methods for the best possible fit for this study, it was 
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determined that in order to explore teacher attitudes’ it would be critical to use a method that 
allowed the teachers to express how they felt.  A qualitative method gives flexibly to explore 
teachers attitudes’ towards evaluation and teacher practice after the implementation of a new 
evaluation model.  Although a quantitative approach would help to gather information on many 
different specific questions, the qualitative approach allows the researcher to openly ask the 
participants questions that will generate conversation.  It also provides the ability to ask follow 
up questions during focus group sessions based on the data collected during individual 
interviews, therefore obtaining a more rich account of the different beliefs and attitudes held by 
teachers toward the new evaluation system.    
Data Collection.  
Data collection began in April of 2014 upon Drexel University IRB approval.  The data 
consisted of (1) transcription of individual teacher interviews, (2) transcription of focus group 
interviews, (3) collection of artifacts in form of teacher lesson plans, and (4) historical summary 
of onsite implementation and training of new evaluation model.  The new evaluation model for 
teachers started in September of the 2013-2104 school year.  Data collection took place during 
April, May, and June of 2014.   
During interview data collection, conscience effort was applied to provide the 
participants with a judgment free environment and to encourage honest expression of thoughts 
and feelings.  The researcher began interviews with small talk to put participant at ease and 
maintained neutral facial expressions throughout interview process.      
Description of Data Collected.  
• Interviews.  Qualitative interviews of eight middle school teachers were conducted.  To 
ensure the trustworthiness of the interview protocol (Appendix F), it was piloted with a group 
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of six high school teachers and followed by a review of high school administrators.  During 
the pilot, the high school teachers were given the interview protocol and the research 
questions.  The protocol was reviewed one question at a time and the pilot teachers were 
asked to provide information about whether the questions were clear and if they provided 
information towards answering the research questions.  The questions were then edited and 
reviewed by a group of high school administrators.  Individual interviews were scheduled 
with participants via email.  All participants were provided the interview questions in 
advance. Interviews were conducted on the premises of the middle school during a time 
convenient for the participants; such as before school, afterschool, during lunch, or during 
preparation time. Locations for interviews varied by participant and included teachers’ 
classroom and offices.  Interviews were audio recorded in order to maintain accuracy in the 
transcription for coding.  Permission to audio record was gathered through Drexel IRB HRP-
502 consent form.  All participants reviewed transcription data prior to data analysis to 
ensure accuracy and to provide addition elaboration in needed. 
• Focus groups.  Two qualitative focus groups were held to gather additional data and answer 
any inconsistencies from the individual interviews.  Focus Group #1 (FG 1) included 
participants that received both an SGO and an SGP as their student growth measure 
component of their evaluation.  Focus Group #2 (FG 2) included participants that received 
two SGOs as their student growth measure of their evaluation.  Each focus group interview 
was scheduled once all participants receiving the same student growth measure completed 
their individual interview and audio was transcribed.  Participants were sent an email with 
various dates offered for the focus group to take place after school.   Identifying a date 
acceptable to all four participants was a challenge; therefore the focus group date was set 
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when three of the four participants were available. Focus groups were conducted in a semi-
structured format and took place in an empty classroom.  Focus group questions were loosely 
based on the individual interview protocol, inquiries the researcher developed after initial 
transcription of individual interviews, and by the natural flow of the focus group participant 
discussion.  
• Artifacts of teacher practice.  Artifacts of teacher practice were collected prior to individual 
interviews being conducted.   The artifact included two samples of teacher lesson plans.   
Participants provided the lessons plans in different formats:  (a) word documents with weekly 
lesson plan, (b) pictures of handwritten lesson plan book, (c) unit lesson plans not specific to 
a one week time period, (d) plans created by pre-packaged curriculums.  The required lesson 
plan format for the district includes five components (see Appendix D):  (1) 
Objective(s)/Goal(s), (2) NJCCCS/Common Core Standards, (3) Instructional Strategy, (4) 
Assessment Measure, and (5) Materials/ Supplies/ Technology.  Teachers may use any 
format they prefer for their lesson plans as long as all five components are incorporated.  
None of the lesson plans provided by the participants fulfilled all of the district’s 
requirements.   Participants indicated lesson plans are not collected on a regular basis, 
however must be made available if requested by a supervising administrator.  Participants 
indicated they have never been asked to change their lesson plan format.  Lesson plan data 
was used in determining teaching to the test behavior amongst participants.     
• Summary of onsite implementation.   A historical timeline of onsite implementation of the 
new evaluation system was created with information gathered from (1) discussions with 
building level administration (2) resources collected from electronic communications from 
the superintendent’s office, and (3) interview questions with participants regarding training 
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and professional development.  The timeline concluded as a one page chart indicating 
communications, calendars, meetings, professional development times, and memos.  The 
timeline also included who was responsible for distributing information or in charge of 
professional development activities.  Timeline data was used as resource to identify training 
and professional development applied towards implementation of new evaluation for teachers.   
Table 6. Time line of data collection. 
Time Frame Activity Description 
Nov.-Jan. 2013 Methods 
Development 
Create tools used for data collection; pilot survey 
questions for trustworthiness; complete the approval 
process for research study 
Feb. 2014 Proposal Writing 
and Submission 
During this time, the proposal for the study was 
developed and submitted to committee for approval.  
Once approval was granted, the study began.   
Mar.- Apr. 2014 IRB Approval  
Apr. 2014 Develop Historic 
Outline 
Review of implementation procedures to create a 
detailed description of events and schedule.   
Apr.- May 2014 Collect Artifact Collection of participants’ lesson plans. 
May 2014 Participant 
Interviews 
Conduct initial interview of participants, transcribed 
data collected, analyze data and refine interview 
questions. 
June 2014 Focus Groups Conduct follow up interviews; transcribe data 
collected; analyze data. 
June - December 
2014 
Data Analysis Triangulate and analyze data; formulate results from 
findings; identifying findings in relation to the initial 
research question 
Jan. 2015 – April 
2016 
Dissertation 
Preparation 
Write final version of chapters 1-5; work through 
revisions; prepare with committee for defense of 
dissertation. $
Data Analysis 
Interview data was analyzed through the use of open and axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 
1998).   Major themes were identified and triangulated with other data collected.   
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Stages of Data Analysis.  
Data was analyzed through a six-step process.  The process included: (1) development of 
journal notes during individual participant interviews and focus groups, (2) transcription of 
interview and focus group data, (3) identification of themes and coding data to themes during 
first read of transcription data, (4) second read of transcription data to continue further 
identification of themes and code data to themes, (5) thorough review of all themes and coded 
data, and (6) a review of lesson plans and summary of implementation timeline to triangulate 
data.  Below is an in depth description of each stage of data analysis conducted.  
Stage One.  During individual participant interviews and focus groups, journal notes 
were maintained of commons themes or topics that arose often.   These themes were broad in 
nature and highlighted common topics that were revisited throughout all individual interviews 
and focus groups.   
Stage Two.  During the transcription process, further development of journal notes and 
initial themes in the research were identified.  
Stage Three.   NVivo software was utilized to assist in the coding process.  NVivo 
software allows the researcher to highlight text and code the highlighted text to themes.  Themes 
identified during stage one and two were created in NVivo, addition themes were created and 
text coded during the first read of the transcription data.  The themes developed up to this point 
were very broad.  Emphasis was placed on not overlooking data that should have been coded to a 
particular theme and on properly assigning text to appropriate themes.  At the conclusion of this 
stage the following themes existed:    
• Administrator knowledge 
• Human factor 
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• Knowledge of evaluation 
• Marshal model rubric 
• Negatives 
• Not personalized to school district 
• Percent of overall evaluation 
• Positives 
• SGOs 
• SGPs 
• State testing not aligned to SGOs 
• Student impact 
• Teaching to the test 
• Training  
• Treated like just a number 
Stage Four.   A second read through of all transcription data took place during this stage. 
All pertinent data was coded to the correct theme, and made sure all possible themes were 
identified.  
Stage Five.  After the transcription data had been read through twice for coding, the 
themes were looked at more closely.  The NVivo software provides a view of all coded text 
under a specific theme; this allowed the researcher to view all text within a specific theme.  As 
mentioned earlier, many of the themes were broad and included 60 plus coded text items.  In 
stage five, a concentrated analysis of each theme took place and all coded text under each theme 
was reviewed.  Larger themes were broken down further; for example, the theme “Marshall 
Model rubric” included 42 items of text highlighted from transcriptions.  Upon further 
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investigation, this theme was broken into seven sub themes.  Of the seven sub themes, one theme 
stood out as the major theme due to the number of coded items within the theme and the number 
of participants that referenced the theme.  Others themes were not found to be as significant due 
to the lack of items coded and the small amount of participants that referenced the theme.   
 Stage Six.  Stage six of data analysis consisted of the review of lesson plans provided by 
participants and summary of implementation created by researcher. These two items of data 
related specifically to teacher practice, teaching to the test, and training.  Further analysis of 
these two items of data supported themes identified from individual interviews and focus group 
data.  
At the conclusion of stage six, the researcher had identified the major themes through a 
thorough analysis and triangulations of the transcription data, lesson plans, and implementation 
timeline. Major themes met the criteria of (1) including coded text from at least four participants 
during individual interviews, or (2) referenced two or more times during both focus group 
interview.  An exception was made for the theme relating to SGPs, as SGPs are only relative to 
half the study participants.  As themes were further developed and narrowed down, titles of 
themes were edited to best describe them.  The major themes included: 
• Administration Learning The Process 
• Ample Time, Not Effective Time 
• Difference Amongst Administrators 
• Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice 
• SGO Expectations Unclear 
• SGO Not a Valid Measure 
• SGP Calculation Unclear 
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• Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice 
• Training Too Scattered 
Some minor themes were identified as having been discussed in a focus group or a 
strongly developed individual thought, however referenced only a few times.  
Ethical Considerations 
Ethical considerations were identified to ensure all participants felt comfortable to express 
their honest feelings regarding the new evaluation model and to prevent the study from affecting 
normal operations of the school building.       
1. Consent forms for participation in the study were reviewed and approved by Drexel 
University Internal Review Board (IRB).   Participants were given study information 
prior to consenting to study.  As outlined in the recruitment tools (Appendix C) and 
Drexel University HRP- 503 study consent form, participation in study was confidential 
and no identifying characteristics of participants or school district are included in this 
dissertation.  In addition, participants could withdrawal their participation from study at 
any time.   
2. Data was stored according to Drexel IRB standards.  During data collection and analysis 
all study data was stored on a password protected computer of the co-investigator.  Hard 
copies of all data and original consent forms will be stored for five years by the primary 
investigator.  
3. Efforts were made to ensure that participation in the study did not have an affect on the 
normal functions of the school or education of students.   Teachers that participated in 
this study were interviewed during none instructional times of their convenience.  There 
was no impact or interference to the education of students.  In addition, timing of data 
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collection required flexibility of the researcher.  The end of the school year can be a 
stressful time for teachers; there are often school wide events, end of marking period 
grades to submit, and large-scale class projects requiring the teachers’ attention outside of 
the classroom.  A number of scheduled interview dates and times had to be changed and 
rescheduled requiring flexibility of the researcher.   
4. The high school was excluded from consideration as a potential site for this study due to 
the employment position held by the co-investigator.  As High School Vice Principal, the 
co-investigator evaluates teachers and is in a role of authority amongst high school 
teaching staff.   High school teachers may not have felt comfortable providing honest 
opinions regarding the evaluation process and professional development to an individual 
responsible for their performance evaluation. 
Conclusion 
This chapter presented the site, population, research rationale and data analysis 
procedures for this study.  The reasoning behind the selection of the research site (middle school) 
and recruitment of participant teachers was described.  A detailed account of data collections was 
provided and stages of data analysis were outlined.  Major themes of research were identified, 
however a more thorough description of research results is provided in Chapter Four. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the 
new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes in an eastern New Jersey 
school district.  The results of the study will inform the implementation of future changes in 
evaluation systems.    
The new teacher evaluation system consists of a series of mini observations, a summative 
evaluation rubric and student growth measure.  The student growth measure can be measured 
using Student Growth Objective (SGO) and/or Student Growth Percentage (SGP).   SGOs are 
created at the school level and are monitored by the building level administration, example 
provided in Appendix E.  SGPs are developed from student scores on the New Jersey 
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK) test and provided to school districts by the state 
Department of Education.   Teachers that receive SGPs are those teaching math and language 
arts in grades 4 through 8. Their student growth measure will consist of a combined SGP for all 
of their students and one teacher created SGO.  All other teachers will receive two teacher-
created SGOs.   Figure 4 provides an example of how a teachers summative evaluation score is 
calculated.    
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Figure 4:  Example of calculating final evaluative score.  
Component Raw score Weight Weighted Score 
Teacher 
Practice Rubric 3.0 x 55% 1.65 
SGP 2.2 x 30% 0.66 
SGO 3.0 x 15% 0.45 
Sum of the Weighted Scores 2.76 
 
Methodology, Data Collection, and Data Analysis 
This study utilized a case study approach.   The design of the study is a bounded system 
narrowed to a specific group of teachers’ attitudes towards evaluation and their teaching practice.   
A qualitative method was used to explore teachers attitudes’ towards evaluation and teacher 
practice after the implementation of a new evaluation model.  The qualitative approach allowed 
the researcher to openly ask the participants questions that generated conversation; it also 
provided the ability to ask follow up questions during focus group sessions based on the data 
collected during individual interviews.   
The study took place in a middle school setting.   The middle school has 110 teachers and 
educates grades six through eight.  The school utilizes a teaming approach for core academic 
instruction.  Each team includes an English, mathematics, social studies and science teacher.  
The 6th and 7th grades each have four teams and the 8th grade has three teams.   Teachers that are 
not grouped together in teams include: special education teachers, related art teachers, world 
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language teachers, and physical education teachers.   This study targeted only team teachers of 
the core academic areas of instruction.  Volunteer participants of the study included:  four 7th 
grade teachers, three 6th grade teachers, and one 8th grade teachers.  Participant numbers were 
assigned in the order that individual interviews took place.  Table 7 identifies each participant by 
grade and subject taught, and includes the participants, type of student growth measure. 
Table 7:  Study participants by grade level, subject, and type of student growth measure. 
Participant Number Grade Level  Subject Participant 
Teaches 
Type of Student 
Growth Measure 
Participant #1 7 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #2 7 Science 2 SGOs 
Participant #3 6 Social Studies 2 SGOs 
Participant #4 6 Science 2 SGOs 
Participant #5 7 Social Studies 2 SGOs 
Participant #6 8 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #7 6 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Participant #8 7 Math 1 SGO & 1 SGP 
 
Data collection began in April of 2014 upon Drexel University IRB approval.  The data 
sets included  (1) transcription of individual teacher interviews, (2) transcription of focus group 
interviews, (3) collection of artifacts in form of teacher lesson plans, and (4) historical summary 
of onsite implementation and training of new evaluation model.  The new evaluation model for 
teachers began in September of the 2013-2104 school year.  Data collection took place during 
April, May, and June of 2014.    Table 8 and Table 9 identify the dates that individual and focus 
group interviews took place, and the participants that attended each focus group. Focus Group #1 
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(FG 1) included participants that received both an SGO and an SGP as their student growth 
measure component of their evaluation.  Focus Group #2 (FG 2) included participants that 
received two SGOs as their student growth measure of their evaluation.   
Table 8:  Dates of individual interviews   
Participant Number Date of Individual Interview 
Participant #1 5/28/14 
Participant #2 5/28/15 
Participant #3 5/28/14 
Participant #4 5/30/14 
Participant #5 6/4/14 
Participant #6 6/4/14 
Participant #7 6/5/14 
Participant #8 6/11/14 
 
Table 9: Dates of Focus Group interviews and participants included  
Focus Group Date of Focus 
Group 
Participants 
attended 
Type of Student 
Growth Measure 
Focus Group #1 (FG 1) 6/18/14 #1, #6, #8  1 SGO & 1 SGP 
Focus Group #2 (FG 2) 6/19/14  #3, #4, #5 2 SGOs 
 
Qualitative interviews of eight middle school teachers were conducted.  Individual 
interviews were scheduled with participants via email.  All participants were provided the 
interview questions in advance. Interviews were conducted on the premises of the middle school 
during a time convenient for the participants; such as before school, afterschool, during lunch, or 
during preparation time.  
Two qualitative focus groups were held to gather additional data and answer any 
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inconsistencies from the individual interviews.  Focus group interviews were scheduled once all 
participants receiving the same student growth measure were interviewed and audio was 
transcribed. Focus groups were conducted in a semi-structured format and questions were 
loosely based on the individual interview protocol, inquiries the researcher developed after initial 
transcription of individual interviews, and by the natural flow of the focus group participant 
discussion.   
Artifacts of teacher practice were collected prior to individual interviews being conducted. 
Each participant provided two lessons plans as artifacts, all using various formats.  The required 
lesson plan format for the district includes five components (Appendix D):  (1) 
Objective(s)/Goal(s), (2) NJCCCS/Common Core Standards, (3) Instructional Strategy, (4) 
Assessment Measure, and (5) Materials/ Supplies/ Technology.  No participant met the district 
requirements of lesson plans components.    Table 10 displays participants lesson plan format 
and components included in their lesson plans.  Lesson plan data was used to determine teaching 
to the test behavior amongst participants.   
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Table 10:  Lesson plan format and components. 
Participant Format Components 
Participant #1 Typed Chart 
Objective, Focus Question, Classwork, 
Lesson, Material, Activity, Assessment, 
Homework, Reflection 
Participant #2 Typed Chart Objective, Do Now, Procedure, Material, Notes 
Participant #3 Student Assignment  
Participant #4 
Handwritten in Planning 
book 
 
Objective, Introduction, strategy, 
Assessment, Material, Reflections 
Participant #5 Pre-observation Form  
Objective, Sequence, Teaching strategy, 
Assessment, Concerns 
Participant #6 
Lesson plan from a 
purchased Curriculum 
 
Launch, Explore, Summarize, Goals, 
Example to present to students, Standards 
Participant #7 Typed Chart  
Objective, Topic, Instructional Strategy, 
Homework, Assessment, Material 
Participant #8 Typed Chart  
Objective, Classwork, lesson, Activities, 
material, assessment, Homework, 
Reflection 
 
A historical timeline of onsite implementation of the new evaluation system was created 
with information gathered from (1) discussions with building level administration (2) resources 
collected from electronic communications from the superintendent’s office, and (3) interviews 
with participants regarding training and professional development.  The timeline concluded as a 
one page chart indicating communications, calendars, meetings, professional development times, 
and memos.   Timeline data was used as a resource to identify training and professional 
development applied towards implementation of new evaluation for teachers.  An example of a 
completed SGO is provided in Appendix E. 
Table 11:  Timeline of Implementation of New Evaluation System 
DATE FORMAT From Information/ Event/ Topic of Meeting 
11/15/12 Email AS Clarification on Mini observation for pilot evaluation 
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04/04/13 Training AS Administrator training for Marshall Model  
05/21/13 Mtg AS DEAC Meeting 
06/04/13 Mtg AS DEAC Meeting 
06/26/13 Training AS SGO Training for all teachers, half day  
06/27/13 Training AS SGO Training for all teachers, half day 
06/28/13 Training AS SGO Training for all teachers, half day 
08/21/13 Email AS List of items to share with teachers regarding teacher 
evaluation process to be shared with rubric during first 
two days of school. 
08/28/13 FM BA New Evaluation and SGO Training 
08/28/13 Calendar AS Professional Development Calendar for 13 -14 school 
year 
08/29/13 Training AS SGO Training for all teachers that missed June Training 
09/10/13 Email AS Informational email regarding Baseline and End of Year 
assessments 
09/16/13 FM BA New Evaluation Training 
09/18/13 PDDO BA Review of baseline assessments/results 
09/23/13 Meeting AS Administrative meeting to discuss evaluation/SGO 
process so far 
09/27/13 Email AS Follow up email to meeting 9/23/13 included SGO 
forms and FAQ 
10/07/13 FM BA SGO Development 
10/14/13 PDFD BA Analysis of baseline assessment results / finalize SGOs 
10/15/13 PDED BA Building Goals  
11/04/13 FM BA SGO Review and New Evaluation 
12/09/13 PDDO BA Review mid-year assessment measures 
12/11/13 Mtg AS DEAC Meeting 
01/06/14 FM BA SGO Mid-year Check In and New Evaluation 
01/21/14 PDDO BA Building Goals Results 
02/04/14 Email AS Follow up to Meeting 2/24/14 regarding summative 
evaluation  
02/12/14 PDDO BA Analysis of mid-year assessment / SGO revisions 
02/26/14 Mtg AS DEAC Meeting 
02/27/14 Memo AS Information regarding dates and components of 
summative evaluation 
03/11/14 FM BA Analysis of summative assessment results / SGO review 
03/11/14 PDED BA Analysis of summative assessment results / SGO review 
03/31/14 FM BA SGO Review and New Evaluation 
05/01/14 Mtg AS DEAC Meeting 
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05/05/14 FM BA SGO Planning for next school year 
05/29/14 PDDO BA SGO draft for 2014-2015 
06/02/14 FM BA SGO Planning for next school year and New Evaluation 
Key:  PDDO- Professional development Delayed Opening; PDED- Professional 
development Early; Dismissal; PDFD- Professional development Full Day; AS- Assistant 
Superintendent; BA- Building Administration; FM- Faculty Meeting 
 
Interview data was analyzed through the use of open and axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 
1998).   Major themes were identified and triangulated with other data sets.  Data was analyzed 
through a six-step process.  The process included: (1) development of journal notes during 
individual interviews and focus groups, (2) transcription of interview and focus group data, (3) 
identification of themes and coding data to themes during first read of transcription data, (4) 
second read of transcription data to continue further identification of themes and code data to 
themes, (5) thorough review of all themes and coded data, and (6) a review of lesson plans and 
summary of implementation timeline to triangulate data.    
At the conclusion of stage six, major themes were identified through a thorough analysis 
and triangulations of the transcription data, lesson plans, and implementation timeline.  Major 
themes met the criteria of (1) including coded text from at least four participants during 
individual interviews, or (2) referenced two or more times during both focus group interview.  
An exception was made for the theme relating to SGPs, as SGPs only applied to half the study 
participants.   Titles of themes were edited to best describe them.  Major themes are represented 
in Table 12, which includes the number of times a theme was referenced during individual 
interviews (II), how many participants referenced the theme during their individual interview (# 
of P), number of references from Focus Group 1, and number of references from Focus Group 2.  
Table 12 also includes the total number of references identified for each major theme.   
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Table 12:  Major themes referenced during individual interview and focus groups. 
Major Theme II # of P FG 1 FG 2 Total  
Administration Learning The 
Process 
 
9 *6 2 3 14 
Ample Time Not Effective 
Time  6 *6 2 1 9 
Difference Amongst 
Administrators 
 
4 *2 3 3 10 
Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher 
Practice 
 
10 *5 0 0 10 
SGO Expectations Unclear 
 14 *5 3 4 21 
SGO Not a Valid Measure 
 7 *3 2 2 11 
**SGP Calculation Unclear 
 12 *3 2 0 14 
Student Growth Measure Did 
Affect Teacher Practice 
 
6 *6 3 0 9 
Training Too Scattered 
 5 *5 6 4 15 
* Number of participants that referenced theme during individual interviews.  Not included in total.  
** SGP only relevant to participants receiving SGP as component of student growth measure.  
 
Addition data sets were used to triangulate themes of research included artifacts of 
teacher practice and a summary of onsite implementation.  Lesson plans served as artifacts of 
teacher practice and were triangulated with themes to determine teach to the test behavior.  
Lesson plan were all formatted differently and included different components as identified in 
Table 10, they provided little information about teach to the test behavior.    
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The summary of onsite implementation resulted in a timeline of memos, emails, faulty 
meetings, and professional development time  (see Table 11).  The timeline addressed the 
training and professional development time dedicated to the implementation of the new teacher 
evaluation model.  Each teacher received about 11 hours of training and 16 hours of professional 
development time to learn and implement the new evaluation model. The plan for 
implementation of the new teacher evaluation model included full faculty training series that was 
offered over multiple days that covered how to prepared an SGO and create SGO pre and post 
assessments; these trainings were held on 6/26/13, 6/27/13, 6/28/13 and 8/29/13.  In addition, 
there were additional professional development times added to the school calendar with six 
delayed openings and two early dismissal times dedicated to SGO development and 
implementation.   An email to all building administration from the assistant superintendent on 
8/21/13 included a list of items building principals were to cover relating to the new evaluation 
system during the first two days of the school year.   Although there was much time dedicated to 
the new evaluation system, participants noted many issues arose throughout the course of the 
school year.  Building administration reported addressing these issues as they arose through 
faculty meetings and individual department meetings.  There was no building wide 
communication that addressed solutions to the issues that arose, which was support through 
participants reporting very little was given to them in writing.  While a plan was developed by 
central office for the implementation of the new evaluation system, it appears the planning was 
not thorough enough to foresee pragmatic issues.  Furthermore, solutions to the issues that arose 
were not provided in a clear and consistent way to the teaching staff. 
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Results  
Major themes are presented as answers to the central and sub research questions.  
Central Question:  How does the implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation 
system relate to teachers’ attitudes towards this evaluation? 
The central question can be answered through the major themes SGO Expectation 
Unclear, SGO Not a Valid Measure, and SGP Calculation Unclear.   
SGO Expectations Unclear  
Five of the eight participants expressed that SGO expectations were unclear during 
individual interviews. In addition, the same attitude was expressed seven times between both 
focus groups (see Table 13).    
Table 13: SGO Expectation unclear data set, source, and references. 
 Study participants expressed frustration and confusion with creating SGOs and utilizing 
SGO data.   As Participant #1 explained, “it's a bit frustrating because it's knowing that this is 
something we're supposed to implement for the students, but not really do it well because we 
were limited in terms of how we understood the SGOs.”  Participants felt that examples of SGOs 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  3 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 4 
Individual Interview Participant #1 4 
Individual Interview Participant #2 1 
Individual Interview Participant #5 6 
Individual Interview Participant #6 1 
Individual Interview Participant #8 2 
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that were provided often “didn’t apply” and reported feeling “a little bit uncertain of what the 
SGOs [were] supposed to look like.”  Another participant reported, “it’s been a growing process. 
Every time I think that I know what’s going on, something can change”.     
Examples that were offered to staff were generated at the state level, and staff felt that 
they were either of different content, grade level, or didn’t make sense for their class or 
instruction.  Participants reported receiving “mixed signals of how to write [an] SGO”.  They 
reported, “it wasn't explained well in the sense that someone would say something but it would 
be contradicted by someone else.”  
Participants also expressed frustration when trying to fit the SGOs to their instruction.  
Students were taking SGOs in all their different subject areas; teachers reported students losing 
interest with the increased volume of testing.  The teachers recognized and sympathized with this 
frustration, “I can understand that the students were frustrated because as teachers in creating 
[SGOs], we were confused and that's frustrating.”  In addition, there were evolving rules 
regarding how teachers could prepare students for SGO assessments and for counting the 
assessment towards student grades, “some of us used a unit test and we will not use a unit test 
next year just because [the administrators] don't want the SGO to be part of students' grade”.   
Overall the participants reported not having a “consistent expectation and understanding 
of what were supposed to do with the SGOs” and how to make them “meaningful” in their 
classrooms.   
SGO Not a Valid Measure 
SGO assessments are used as a component of student growth measure in teacher 
evaluations.  Three of the eight participants expressed that their SGO score was not a valid 
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measure of their effectiveness during individual interviews. In addition, the same attitude was 
expressed four times between both focus groups (see Table 14).    
Table 14: SGO Not a Valid Measure data set, source, and references. 
 
 
 
 
 
Study participants indicated, “the SGO isn't really the best measure.”  Many of the 
teachers found the SGO measure tied to their evaluation to be insulting, “the teachers make the 
test, the teachers give the test, the teachers grades the test, I mean, give me a break. It is so 
insulting that we have to do this.”  They also reported,  “I just think this whole student growth 
objective is one of the worst ideas that ever came along in a long time. I don't see how it is any 
kind of a good indication of what kind of a good teacher you are.”   
Teachers reported that some of their most effective moments might never be able to be 
measured by a test.  Participant #3 described the SGO and rubric as both too simple, it doesn’t 
take into account the whole student and efforts a teacher puts forth to help students overcome 
struggles and difficult times, while holding it together: 
When you have a kid that comes into your class, whose parents are getting divorced, and 
has bar mitzvah practice or Hebrew school and he's stressed out and he doesn't do well on 
the test.  But, he learned how to hold it together in your class. That's huge growth, right?  
But you've got another kid who comes in pretty smart, leaves pretty smart, throws down a 
couple answers.  He could've slept through your class. There's no growth there.  Where 
somebody struggles at the beginning, struggles at the end and figures out how to 
manipulate the hallways that are really crowded. There's growth there. So,no. I don't 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  2 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 2 
Individual Interview Participant #1 4 
Individual Interview Participant #2 2 
Individual Interview Participant #4 1 
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think [SGOs are valid measures of my effectiveness]. I think it's too simple. 
 
Another participant addressed making a connection with a student by spending more time on a 
topic of the student’s interest versus on an SGO topic, “As a teacher, as a professional, you're 
judging the situation. If I can engage Johnny for the rest of the year because of one topic, I 
definitely am going to spend the time.”  Moreover, participants reported the SGO is “a good 
measurement of how much [students] remember, which is not a good measurement on their 
growth”, nor teacher effectiveness.     
SGP Calculation Unclear 
The Student Growth Percentage (SGP) measure was applied to all language arts and 
mathematics teachers in grades 4 through 8.  The SGP is created by measuring individual student 
growth each year the student takes an NJASK assessment.  Three of the four participants that 
receive SGPs expressed that SGP calculation were unclear during individual interviews. In 
addition, the same attitude was expressed twice during Focus Group1 (see Table 15).  
Table 15: SGP Calculation Unclear data set, source, and references. 
 
 
 
When study participates were asked how their SGP was calculated the common response 
was “I don't know”.  It was clear that the participants were not aware how this score was 
calculated, as one participant reported’ “it seems a very big mystery about how that was 
calculated. Like I was told a number this year, and I don't know where that came from. I feel like 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP 2 
Individual Interview Participant #1 9 
Individual Interview Participant #6 1 
Individual Interview Participant #8 2 
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it was a black hole.”  Furthermore, “supposedly, my number was 67 or something. I don't know 
what that means. Sixty-seven what? 67% of the kids improved? I don’t know. I don't get it.”   
There were some participants that were a bit more knowledgeable however still expressed 
confusion regarding the number calculation:    
I went back and found all [my students] scores and I did it myself. Even still I still don't 
understand how it is done because I've got different kids that have the exact same scores 
and have different percentages assigned to them. 
 
Participants described feeling “uncomfortable because I have no clue where those numbers came 
from.”  Other participants addressed they felt the NJASK test was a poor test and not comparable 
year to year, “it's not even the same test first of all… they're not even using a good test to 
calculate it on.” 
This theme was further supported when triangulated with onsite implementation data set.  
As per the data set, there was no training, memos, emails, or professional development time 
dedicated to SGPs.  
Sub Question A:  How does this attitude manifest in teacher practice?    
The answer to Sub Question A, is answered through the themes Rubric Did Not Affect 
Teacher Practice and Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice. 
When participants were asked if the teacher rubric had an affect on their teacher practice, 
nearly all participants reported that it did not; however with regard to SGOs, participants 
indicated they did review or prepare their students differently for the SGO assessment or alter 
their classroom instruction in some way.  These two major themes are not discrepant data, 
however a clear distinction between what participants reported had an affect on teacher practice 
and what did not.  The data set of teacher lesson plans offered very little when used to triangulate 
with themes.  Participants utilized and recorded lesson plans in a wide variety of formats 
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providing no consistency between participants.  There was no evidence in lesson plans of 
teaching to the test behavior, however teachers did express changes in their teacher practice with 
regards to SGO preparations.  
Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice 
The new evaluation model includes a rubric evaluation of teacher practice; the rubric 
used to evaluate teacher practice was adapted from the Marshall Model Rubric.   Five of the 
eight participants expressed that the rubric did not have an affect on their teacher practice (see 
Table 16).   
Table 16: Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice data set, source, and references. 
 
 
The teacher practice rubric included six domains:  (A) planning and preparation, (B) 
classroom management, (C) delivery of instruction, (D) monitoring, assessments, and follow-up, 
(E) family and community outreach, and (F) professional responsibilities (Appendix B). Each 
domain of the rubric contains about ten elements.   
Participants reported the use of the teacher practice rubric did not have an effect on their 
teacher practice;  “as far as what I do in my classroom, I’m still doing the same thing” and “my 
teacher practice, I don't think it has [changed]”.    
Although teachers did not report changes in their teacher practice due to the rubric, they 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Individual Interview Participant #1 2 
Individual Interview Participant #4 1 
Individual Interview Participant #5 1 
Individual Interview Participant #6 3 
Individual Interview Participant #8 3 
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did report being more aware of elements of their evaluation and being more prepared for 
observations.  Under this new evaluation model teachers are observed more frequently and 
without prior notice.  One participant reported that what did change “is the feeling or the need to 
be ready at any time to be observed”.   Participants reported that the elements of the rubric made 
them more aware of their evaluation; “I don’t necessarily think my teacher practice has changed, 
I think I'm just aware of how I will be evaluated.”   Some participants were aware of specific 
policies, “it's made me more aware of the absentee policy (see Appendix B Rubric Element: F-
a)”; while other participants attended their summative evaluations with binders of data to support 
their rubric scores: 
I know that I document it more, I don't think it changed my behavior, my actual practice, 
but I know I documented things a lot more, because I did feel like I had to, I had to be 
able to have that burden of proof. 
 
The rubric also made teachers aware of their responsibilities outside of the classroom through 
Domain F professional responsibilities; “it makes teachers aware, besides being in the classroom, 
they have to be responsible for doing other things in the building too.”    
Participants reported that the evaluation rubric was not the motivator for their 
performance; they work hard because of their “own initiative” and to do the right thing for their 
students.   As stated by one participant: 
[The rubric] is not a motivator for me, my motivator is my kids, and my motivator is not 
my score on [the rubric], and I'm not going to let it keep me up at night, because I got a 
three instead of a four. I know that we do what is right for kids. 
 
Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice  
Four of the eight participants expressed their teacher practice did change when preparing 
students for SGO assessments. In addition, the same attitude was expressed three times during 
Focus Group #1 (see Table 17).    
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Table 17: Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice data set, source, and references. 
 
 
 
 
Although participants did not indicate the evaluation rubric having an affect on their 
practice, participants did indicate changes in their practice when preparing students for SGO 
assessments.  As stated by one participant: 
It was just different. It was a little different than what we normally do because we knew 
that it counted and we had to do well. They had to show growth. That was the motivation. 
We had to show that they learned a lot. 
 
Teachers reported various changes from normal practice such as reviewing for more time, 
“I probably reviewed an extra day I will say. I usually only review one day per unit test. I 
probably did two days.”  Teachers also reported making specific review worksheets, “I feel like 
this time we actually made a handout for reviewing for the test.”  In addition, teachers reported 
leaving do-now’s out of their instruction, “I don't have tons of time to do a do-now question to 
make them think. It's cut and dry. Let's go over your homework. Let's get all that knowledge in 
your heads, so you understand this.” In addition, teachers reported eliminating fun topics, “I 
couldn't talk about astronomy and some of the fun stuff with astronomy as much as I wanted to 
because I had to make sure I had certain things done;” and  “I know that there's certain items that 
we have to teach, but this time knowing that it was going to be part of my evaluation, I had to 
take out some of those fun discussions.”   
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  3 
Individual Interview Participant #2 3 
Individual Interview Participant #3 1 
Individual Interview Participant #4 1 
Individual Interview Participant #8 1 
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  Furthermore, some teachers didn’t consider themselves as teachers that would teach to 
the test, “I hope I will never teach to a test. That’s so against my principle.”  However, the same 
teacher then stated that she tested on direct information versus having students apply the 
knowledge they learned in her class as she normally would have done: 
I think that it helps me focus on things on the test more because I usually go 
abstract. I usually make them think here and then put a question on the test that they have 
to apply... I’m not doing that as much. I am more directing toward the question that’s on 
the SGO. 
 
Sub Question B:  How does onsite implementation and the role of the building 
administration influence teacher attitudes?  
The answer to Sub Question B, is answered through the themes Administration Learning 
the Process, Difference Amongst Administrators, Training Felt Too Scattered, and Ample Time 
Not Effective Time.  Data set of onsite implementation procedures supported the themes that 
emerged from participant and focus group interviews.  
 Major themes Administration Learning the Process and Difference Amongst 
Administrators represent the teachers’ attitudes towards the building administrations knowledge 
and implementation of the evaluation model.  While the major themes Training Felt Too 
Scattered and Ample Time - Not Effective Time represents the teachers’ attitudes of the quality 
of the training they received for the new evaluation system. 
Administration Learning The Process  
It was evident the administration were learning the new evaluation model as it was being 
implemented during the school year.   Six of the eight participants expressed the building 
administration were learning this processing during individual interviews. In addition, the same 
attitude was expressed five times between both focus groups (see Table 18).    
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Table 18: Administration Learning the Process data set, source, and references. 
 
 
Participants recognized this year was a learning process for all, including the 
administration, as stated “I thought there were things that needed to be explained better as the 
year went on, and I actually think that our administration grew with the process.”   With the 
understanding of the new evaluation model developing throughout the course of the school year, 
teachers expressed the administration felt this constant change,  “I really think the rules changed 
in the middle of the game for administration as well.”  In addition, participants described 
numerous adjustments that they were directed to make over the course of this year.  Many of the 
changes were sprung on them, however administration always provided teachers with time to 
make the adjustments required.  
Although participants expressed frustration with many aspects of the new evaluation 
model, the frustration was not directed towards the building administration.  They recognized 
that the administration were learning the process and were not experts of the new evaluation 
model.    As Participant #5 expressed, “I'm not blaming them. I think they were learning too.” In 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  2 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 3 
Individual Interview Participant #1 3 
Individual Interview Participant #2 1 
Individual Interview Participant #3 2 
Individual Interview Participant #4 1 
Individual Interview Participant #5 1 
Individual Interview Participant #6 1 
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addition, “It was new to them, to implement it was new to them, and to see it unfold was new to 
them (Participant #3).”   
As one participant recalled, administrators were openly admitting, “they didn't really 
know what was going on with the SGO's.”  Teachers appreciated the building administration 
being honest that they were learning the new model along with them as expressed by participant 
#1:   
I think they're learning along with us. They've mentioned that and have been quite honest 
about that. I appreciate the fact that they say that. I think until you do it one time for both 
administrators and teachers, you don't really have a good feeling about it. In all fairness, I 
think they have really done a great job. 
 
In the end, the participants expressed they felt the administration had a “pretty good 
understanding” and were able to disseminate information about the evaluation model with the 
“occasional bump”.  Another participant expressed, “I think [the administrators] have a better 
understanding of what we're supposed to do, but it felt like it took some time to get there.”  
Difference Amongst Administrators 
Teachers noted differences amongst the administrators in the building with regards to 
rubric evaluations as well as the understanding and expectations of SGOs.   As one participant 
stated, “it really depends on who your supervisor is”.  Participants addressed differences in how 
administration conducted evaluations six times between both focus groups.  In addition, two of 
the eight participants expressed the same during individual interviews (see Table 19).    
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Table 19: Difference Amongst Administrators data set, source, and references. 
 
 
Prior to this new evaluation model, teachers’ evaluations consisted of narratives.  Now 
teachers receive a combination of a rubric score and a student measure score, in the form of 
SGOs and SGPs, for their evaluation.  Narrative evaluations were very subjective to the person 
completing the evaluation.  Rubric evaluations were intended to make the evaluation process 
more objective rather then subjective.  Unfortunately teachers reported that the evaluators 
understanding and interpretation of the elements of the rubric played a significant role in their 
evaluation. As stated by one participant, “it presumes that a rubric is not subjective, and it goes 
back to the fact that who's observing you. There is subjectivity to the rubric; and if the idea is 
there is no subjectivity, then there is a fallacy in this system to begin with.”  The evaluators 
understanding played a significant role in how they implemented the rubric.  Participants felt 
there was a significant difference between the administrators in the building on their 
understanding of the rubric element scores 1 through 4; “there were differences in what one 
administrator thought was a 3 versus a 4”; “like what's a 3 or 4 to one administrator is not the 
same as 3 or 4 to someone else.”  This was further emphasized by teachers comparing their 
evaluation scores and noticing differences amongst the administrators in the way they evaluated 
each staff member.   
Some teachers were comfortable with their rubric evaluation, however stated that it was 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  3 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 3 
Individual Interview Participant #2 3 
Individual Interview Participant #5 1 
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because they were comfortable with who was evaluating them; “you are comfortable enough 
with the rubric because you know the person that is evaluating you.”  Participants reported, “I 
know that if I had my evaluation done from a different person than the one who did it, I might 
have a very different score.” 
Due to the fact that SGO scores played a percentage in each teacher’s evaluation there 
was discussions about gaining some consistency in implementing them so that teachers were 
being evaluated on the same standards.  However, the teachers reported that there were 
significant differences in administrators understanding, interpretation and implementation of 
SGOs. Teachers felt that the message from each administrator was different.  Teachers identified 
that the instructions of how to design an SGO pre and post assessments and incorporate the SGO 
into their course were different amongst the administrators.  As stated by one participant, “it was 
different between the four different administrators of what to do and what type of SGO's were 
allowed.”  In addition,  “the different administrators had different approaches or had different 
responses. You have a wide variety of what the SGOs turn out to be and how it looked like and 
how do we even calculate scores for the SGOs” 
Training Felt Too Scattered 
Participants addressed that the training felt too scattered ten times between both focus 
groups.  In addition, two of the eight participants expressed the same during individual 
interviews (see Table 20).    
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Table 20: Training Felt Too Scattered data set, source, and references. 
 
 
  
Teachers reported that the training they received for both the rubric and the SGOs for the 
new evaluation model felt too scattered, as one participant stated “we would have so many little 
chunks of professional development … that I felt like we kept getting scattered information”.   In 
addition, “things were coming to us in pieces” and “it would have been nice if more loose ends 
were done before we were actually told what to do”.  Participants felt frustrated with how 
information was being distributed and struggled to see the big picture;  “they kept giving us bits 
and pieces of information and it was hard for me to piece together everything.”  Although the 
information was communicated in pieces, the teachers recognized administration were sharing 
information as they were receiving it, “they just kept giving us information as it was sent to 
them”.   
As teachers reported having too much time dedicated to training they identified that the 
requirements for SGOs were evolving and their SGOs needed continual revisions, “there was 
more than one instance where we were given time to do something, we did it, and then we had to 
be given extra time because the rules changed.”  The teachers recognized that all the additional 
time was needed to continually make adjustments to their SGOs,  “even though we felt like it 
was kind of sprung on us a little bit, they still gave us the time we needed to fix it.” 
Moreover, participants reported receiving very little written information about the 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  6 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 4 
Individual Interview Participant #1 3 
Individual Interview Participant #8 2 
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evaluation model and SGOs.  Teachers stated, “it was all word of mouth, there was nothing in 
writing” and “there were no real guidelines for what kind of assessment [the SGOs] needed to 
be.”  Some teachers recalled being given examples, but them not being applicable to their setting,  
“there weren't a lot of examples that were pertinent to what we do.”  One participant suggested,  
They should have had, at every step, specific examples for our district and for our grade 
levels. They should have said, 'here's an example of what a math SGO could look like for 
middle school in our District'. 
 
Ample Time Not Effective Time 
Teachers indicated having an abundance of training for the new evaluation model, 
“almost too much” as reported by many participants.  Four of the eight participants expressed 
there was too much time provided for training during individual interviews. In addition, the same 
attitude was expressed three times between both focus groups (see Table 21).    
Table 21: Ample Time Not Effective Time data set, source, and references. 
 
 
The timeline created of the implementation of this new evaluation model to the district 
included all emails, memos, faculty meeting dates and professional development time that were 
dedicated to the new model.   According to this data set, each teacher received about 11 hours of 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP  2 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 1 
Individual Interview Participant #1 1 
Individual Interview Participant #3 3 
Individual Interview Participant #4 1 
Individual Interview Participant #5 1 
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training and 16 hours of professional development time to learn and implement the new 
evaluation model.   The time dedicated for the new evaluation model included: rubric training, 
training on the web based platform to support the new evaluation model, instruction on how to 
create an SGO, and the professional development time to create and utilize SGO data.   Teachers 
reported the time was “more time then was needed” and “seem[ed] like overkill after awhile”.   
Although a lot of time was dedicated to the new evaluation model, many participants 
questioned the effectiveness of the time provided.  One participant summed up her training 
experience with the following statement, “we were given ample time ... I'm not going to say 
effective time but ample time.”   
In addition to meeting the criteria for a major theme, Ample Time, Not Effective is 
further supported by other major themes such as SGO Expectation Unclear and SGP Calculation 
Unclear.  Participant attitudes of SGO expectations and SGP calculation being unclear further 
add to the evidence that the participants did not perceive the training time effective.   
Furthermore, during each individual interview the participants were asked to identify the 
percentage each component weighted towards their summative evaluation.  The weighting of 
these components of the evaluation are presented in Figure 4 below.  The weighting for teachers 
in NJASK tested subjects and participants of Focus Group 1 includes:  55% teacher practice, 
30% SGP, and 15% SGO.   The weight for all other teachers, including Focus Group 2 
participants is: 85% teacher practice and 15% SGO.   
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Figure 4: Weighting of components in final evaluation rating.  
 
No participant in this study was able to accurately recall the weighting for any component 
of his or her evaluation.    Many of the participants when asked responded, “I don’t know”, 
others tried to guess or recall the percentages.    
Minor Themes 
As discussed in Chapter Three, some minor themes were identified as having been 
discussed during either focus group or a strongly developed individual thought, however 
referenced only a few times.   The two themes that developed as minor themes included 
Evaluation as a Numeric and Missing the Human Factor.  Both Evaluation as a Numeric and 
Missing the Human Factor address some of what participants did not like about the new 
evaluation model; however evaluation as a numeric refers to the teachers’ dislike of a number 
tied to their personal evaluation, while missing the human factor refers to measuring student 
learning in a computerized fashion.   
Evaluation as a Numeric  
Some participants in this study expressed disliked that their evaluation was being 
represented as a numeric. Two of the eight participants expressed this dislike during their 
Teacher$Practice,$55%$SGO,$15%$
SGP,$30%$
Weighting'of'
Components'(Tested)'
Teacher$practice,$85%$
SGO,$15%$
Weighting'of'
Components'(Non;
tested)'
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individual interview. In addition, the same attitude was expressed five times between both focus 
groups (see Table 22).    
Table 22: Just a Number data set, source, and references. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“I hate, hate, hate, hate being given a number” as one participant stated.   Another teacher 
reported finding it repulsive, “I just feel the fact that you are given a number is a little repulsive. 
I feel like a child, I don’t like it in general. We are not children, we are professionals”.   
Participants also didn’t like that a numeric would be something that colleagues could compare, 
“ I hate the idea that I might know whether I was higher or lower than my colleagues.”  In 
addition, there were reports of it affecting motivation, “I don’t think it’s that motivating. I feel 
demotivated by being given a number.” 
Furthermore, participants expressed that teacher evaluations being measured by a number 
is missing the complexity of the profession, “learning in a classroom is a very difficult thing to 
just put a number to, so it takes something really complex and tries to make it almost like overly 
simple”.    Participants indicated the evaluation as a numeric “tries to breakdown something that 
is hard to enumerate” and “quantify things that are really not quantifiable”.   
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 1 - SGO and SGP 1 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 4 
Individual Interview Participant #1 6 
Individual Interview Participant #5 3 
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Missing the Human Factor  
“Learning is a human experience, this is a human element, it’s messy, it’s complicated, 
it’s rewarding, it requires continuous support.”  The minor themes of missing the human factor, 
addresses the attitude that the new evaluation system is not recognizing the human experience of 
learning.  Two of the eight participants expressed this new evaluation model doesn’t account that 
learning is a human experience.   In addition, the same attitude was expressed three times during 
Focus Group 2 (see Table 23).    
Table 23: Missing the Human Factor data set, source, and references.                                    
 
 
 
 
 
More then one participant referred to the new evaluation system as measuring students as 
if they were computers, “it doesn’t evaluate the students as human beings. It evaluates the 
students as computerized brains.”  Another participant made a similar comment regarding 
conveyor belts, “this is going more for that conveyor belt. What’s coming through? Is everyone 
coming through with the same thing?”  Participant #5 addressed the affect standardization could 
have on creativity, “human beings, we have creative ideas. If you standardize everything, it 
eliminates creativity.”   Lastly, the new teacher evaluation system is aimed to be more objective, 
however as one participant argues, “it should be subjective, it’s a human experience.” 
Data Set Source Referenced 
Focus Group  FG 2 - 2 SGOs 3 
Individual Interview Participant #3 1 
Individual Interview Participant #5 1 
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Limitation 
As with any study there are limitations that must be considered when reporting findings. 
The following identifies the limitations of this research study that could prevent generalization of 
study results. 
The case study design of this research is the largest limitation identified in this study.  
Case study approach to research limits the study to a bounded system creating an environment of 
very specific qualities, which cannot be easily recreated for future studies (Creswell, 2008).   
This study investigated teachers’ attitudes towards a new evaluation system of eight middle 
school teachers in a suburban school district.  While attempts to recreate a similar study could be 
performed, it would be difficult to recreate the exact environment of this school district during 
the time the study took place.  In addition, the study participants represented teachers from all 
three grade levels taught in the middle school and were supervised by the four building 
administrators.  
In addition, a specific quality of this study is the districts’ teacher practice rubric adapted 
from the Marshall rubric.  School districts in the state of New Jersey are required under 
AchieveNJ to measure teacher practice using a 1 through 4 scale of a rubric.  State approved 
rubrics include: Danielson 2011, Danielson 2007, Stronge, McRel, Marzano, Marshall, Rhode 
Island Model, or district developed rubric approved at state level.     The district teacher practice 
rubric adapted from Marshall rubric creates a unique environment for this study that must be 
identified as a limitation in the results.   Its unclear the impact the specificity of the teacher 
practice rubric could have on study findings.    
Data collection of this study took place in the final two months of the 2013-2014 school 
year during the first year the new evaluation model was implemented.  The time frame was 
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crucial to collect the teachers’ attitudes towards the new model as it had been implemented 
throughout the school year and the participants had all received their yearly summative 
evaluation in the month of April.  However, this did limit the number of participants, as data 
collection prior to the end of the school year was crucial.   Eight participants produced a 
manageable amount of data to be collected prior to the school year ending.  It is unclear the 
potential affects more participants would have had on this study’s findings.  
Trustworthiness  
While case study design has its limitations, there are factors in this study that support the 
trustworthiness of the findings. The participants in this study are all middle school teachers and 
teach amongst three grade levels and various subject contents.  Such wide representations of 
participants that all share the same attitudes strengthen the study findings, as the findings cannot 
be limited to a specific grade level of teachers.  In addition, all four building administrators had 
conducted a summative evaluation on one or more of the participants.  This also supports the 
trustworthiness of the findings, as the shared attitudes cannot be limited to a specific building 
administrator.    
Conclusion 
This chapter reviewed the study methodology, data collection, and data analysis 
procedures outlined in Chapter Three.  Nine major themes and two minor themes emerged from 
the data and serve as answers to the central and sub research questions.  
The central question, how does the implementation of the new New Jersey teacher 
evaluation system relate to teachers’ attitudes towards this evaluation?, is be answered through 
the major themes SGO Expectation Unclear, SGO Not a Valid Measure, and SGP Calculation 
Unclear.  The answer to Sub Question A, how does this attitude manifest in teacher practice?, is 
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answered through the themes Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice and Student Growth 
Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice. Sub Question B, how does onsite implementation and the 
role of the building administration influence teacher attitudes, is answered through the themes 
Administration Learning the Process, Difference Amongst Administrators, Training Felt Too 
Scattered, and Ample Time-Not Effective Time.  Minor themes emerged as Evaluation as a 
Numeric and Missing the Human Factor.  
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Chapter 5:  Conclusions and Recommendations  
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the 
new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes in an eastern New Jersey 
school district.   The new teacher evaluation system consists of a series of mini observations, a 
summative evaluation rubric and student growth measure.  The rubric used to measure teacher 
practice was adapted from the Marshall Model Rubric; this rubric includes six domains and a 
total of sixty elements.  The student growth measure can be measured using Student Growth 
Objective (SGO) and/or Student Growth Percentage (SGP).   SGOs are created at the school 
level and are monitored by the building level administration, example provided in Appendix E.  
SGPs are developed from student scores on the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge 
(NJASK) test and provided to school districts by the state Department of Education.   Teachers 
that receive SGPs are those teaching math and language arts in grades 4 through 8. Their student 
growth measure will consist of a combined SGP for all of their students and one teacher created 
SGO.  All other teachers will receive two teacher-created SGOs.  
 This study utilized a case study approach.   The design of the study is a bounded system 
narrowed to a specific group of teachers’ attitudes towards evaluation and their teaching practice.   
A qualitative method was used to explore teachers attitudes’ towards evaluation and teacher 
practice after the implementation of a new evaluation model.   The study took place in a middle 
school setting, grades six through eight.  Data collection included  (1) transcription of individual 
teacher interviews, (2) transcription of focus group interviews, (3) collection of artifacts in form 
of teacher lesson plans, and (4) historical summary of onsite implementation and training of new 
evaluation model.  Interview data was analyzed through the use of open and axial coding 
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(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).   Addition data sets were used to triangulate themes of research. Nine 
major themes and two minor themes emerged from the data and serve as answers to the central 
and sub research questions.  
The findings of this study have implications for the following areas:  (a) provide the site 
school district with vast information about the effects of change, (b) raise awareness about the 
desired and undesired affects of new teacher evaluation system, (c) provide suggestions for 
mitigating negative influences of the new evaluation system and (d) gain powerful information 
that can be used to guide new change initiatives within the site.  
Conclusions 
 The results of this study provided vast information about the effects of an evaluation 
model change within the school district site.  The central question, how does the implementation 
of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relate to teachers’ attitudes towards this 
evaluation?, is be answered through the major themes: 
• SGO Expectation Unclear 
• SGO Not a Valid Measure 
• SGP Calculation Unclear 
SGO Expectations Unclear 
The expectation of how teachers were to create and utilize SGOs was not well defined.  
Teachers felt uncertain with how to create SGO pre and post assessments, and how these 
assessments would fit into their classroom instruction.  In addition, the trainings provided for 
SGOs was unclear, included very little in writing, and included contradictory messages from 
administrators.  Overall the training delivered did not provide a consistent, concise expectation 
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and understanding of SGOs and how to make them meaningful for instruction.  This unclear 
presentation caused teachers to feel frustrated and confused.   
SGO Not a Valid Measure 
SGOs are not valid measures of student growth or teacher effectiveness.  Teachers felt 
that SGOs measured how much students could remember rather then student growth.  In addition, 
teachers felt that SGOs were overly simple and did not take into account the whole student.  
Teachers cited many occasions when they help and support students in academic, social, and 
emotional situations that cannot be measured by an SGO.   Teachers failed to see the connection 
between their SGOs and their effectiveness as a teacher. 
SGP Calculation Unclear 
No time was dedicated to teacher training on SGPs.  SGP calculations were determined by 
the state Department of Education.  Teachers did not receive training on how SGPs were 
calculated, and when teachers received their SGPs they were unsure what the number 
represented.  This lack of knowledge caused teachers to feel uncomfortable.  They also felt the 
NJASK was a poor test used to calculate their SGPs and student growth, as teachers felt the test 
is not comparable year to year.   
The answer to Sub Question A, how does this attitude manifest in teacher practice?, is 
answered through the themes: 
• Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice  
• Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice 
Rubric Did Not Affect Teacher Practice 
The rubric used to measure teacher practice did not have an impact on teacher practice.  
Teachers felt their practice was not affected by the use of this new rubric; their instructional 
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strategies and classroom activities were not impacted.  Teachers did feel the new rubric made 
them more aware of how they were being evaluated and in some cases the teacher prepared their 
own evidence to support their evaluation on the rubric elements.  The teacher practice rubric was 
not a motivator for performance; teachers are motivated by their own initiative.  
Student Growth Measure Did Affect Teacher Practice  
The implementation of SGOs as a student growth measure has impacted teaching to the 
test behavior.  Teachers have changed their practice when preparing students for SGO 
assessments.    Teachers spent more time creating review materials and increased time spent 
reviewing for SGO assessments.    As a result, teachers eliminated fun topics and classroom 
activities from their instruction to devote more time to SGO tests topics.  In addition, teachers 
simplified the demands on students, requiring recall of material versus application of skills.   
Sub Question B, how does onsite implementation and the role of the building 
administration influence teacher attitudes, is answered through the themes: 
• Administration Learning the Process 
• Difference Amongst Administrators 
• Training Felt Too Scattered 
•  Ample Time-Not Effective Time 
Administration Learning The Process  
Building administration was not well prepared to implement the new evaluation model, 
however they learned the process as the year progressed.   Teachers felt the administration lacked 
the knowledge to implement the new evaluation model at the beginning of the school year and as 
a result required the teachers to make numerous changes to their SGOs as their understanding 
developed.    Although teachers were frustrated by the numerous changes they had to make to 
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their SGOs, they did not direct their frustration towards the building administration.  Teachers 
recognized the administration were learning the process and felt they had a better understanding 
at the end of the school year.  
Difference Amongst Administrators 
There was differences in the building administrators understanding of the elements of the 
teacher practice rubric and of the implementation of SGOs.  Rubric evaluations were intended to 
make the evaluation process more objective rather then subjective.  However, teachers felt 
significant differences existed between the administrators in the building on their understanding 
of the rubric element scores 1 through 4.  In addition, administration also had differences in their 
understanding of the SGO implementation.  As a result, teachers that were supervised by 
difference administrators had vastly different implementation and utilization of SGOs.  Due to 
the fact that evaluations are numerated, teachers felt the impact of these differences when 
comparing their evaluation scores.  
Training Felt Too Scattered 
The training and professional development time dedicated towards the implementation of 
the new teacher evaluation model was too scattered.   The training was not delivered in a 
succinct fashion with all elements covered thoroughly and clearly.  This was largely due to the 
administration knowledge of the evaluation developing throughout the course of the school year.  
Teacher were asked to make numerous changes to their SGOs and were given professional 
development time to do so.  This caused teachers to struggle to see the big picture of the 
evaluation model and piece all the details together.  Moreover, very little information was 
provided to the teachers in writing, which caused more confusion, as there was little for teachers 
to reference.   
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Ample Time Not Effective Time 
The time dedicated towards training and professional development of the new evaluation 
system was ample, however not an effective use of time.   Teachers felt too much time was 
dedicated to the training and the time that was dedicated was not effective. The constant 
revisions to SGOs, as well as teachers unable to recall the percentage weights of each component 
of their evaluation support the training time was ineffective.  In addition, other major themes 
support the training was ineffective such as SGO Expectation Unclear and SGP Calculation 
Unclear.  
Minor Themes 
The two themes that developed as minor themes included Evaluation as a Numeric and 
Missing the Human Factor.   Teachers disliked their evaluation resulting in a numeric; they felt it 
was insulting and undermined them as professionals.  In addition, teachers felt that measuring 
learning as a numeric is overly simplifying a complex process.   Furthermore, teachers felt that 
the student growth measure treats students like computers and is only measuring simplistic 
outputs while lacking the human factor of learning.   
The results of this study have raised awareness about the desired and undesired affects of 
the implementation of the new evaluation system.   One desired affect of the implementation is 
the increased awareness teachers have of their evaluation process.  Teachers in the study reported 
that they are more aware of how they are being evaluated due to the teacher practice rubric 
elements.  Undesired affects of this new model implementation are the frustration and confusion 
felt by teachers and the increased teaching to the test behavior.   The unclear expectations 
established and the ever changing state of SGOs created frustration and confusion for the 
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teachers within the school district.  In addition, teachers have altered their instruction to align 
more with the SGO test content.  
Recommendations 
There are steps that can be taken to mitigate the negative influences of the 
implementation of the new teacher evaluation system.  Brown and Anfara (2003) identify 
strategies of implementing school wide reform as thoroughly exploring the issue and creating an 
in-depth plan to implement the change.   
Administration in the district would benefit from gaining more knowledge and 
consistency of the evaluation process.  According to O’Pry and Schumacher (2012), principals 
that are knowledgeable of their evaluation process have teachers that perceive their evaluation 
experience as positive.   As noted in the conclusion, administration in this site lacked knowledge 
of the evaluation process to implement it consistency amongst staff.  More training should be 
provided for administrators to develop a solid knowledge of the evaluation process and to create 
consistency amongst the district administration.  An emphasis should be made on the teacher 
practice rubric elements and the observable behavior that qualify each numeric element of the 
rubric.   More knowledgeable administrators and consistently in the evaluation process could 
result in positive evaluation experiences for teachers.   In addition, an increase in the teaching 
staffs’ knowledge of the evaluation process and procedures in needed.  
An in-depth plan should be developed to address increasing administrators’ knowledge of 
the new evaluation system and their ability to guide teachers along the evaluation process. 
Secondly, the plan should include a training series to educate all new staff hired to the district 
and refresher training for all current staff.   The activities and timeline for this plan is outlined in 
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Table 24. The training series should be well planned with supporting documentation and 
examples. The training series should include four parts:  
1. An in-depth description of SGO expectations including: (a) clear examples of SGOs at all 
grades levels and content; and (b) district or building level standards for how SGO pre 
and post assessments are to be utilized and incorporated into instruction.  In addition, a 
standard for how these assessments are counted towards student grades. 
2. An in-depth explanation of how the state Department of Education calculates SGP scores. 
3. An overview of the teacher practice rubric with clear descriptive of what observable 
behavior qualifies each numeric element of the rubric.   
4. A succinct overview of the web based platform that supports the new evaluation model 
by storing all SGO data, teacher observation write ups, and teacher practice rubric.  
 
The plan to mitigate the negative influences of the evaluation process begins with a 
collection of exemplar SGOs that can be complied as resources for training and for teachers to 
utilize as examples.    The next step includes professional development workshops planned 
during the course of the summer for administrators to gain a better and more consistent 
understanding of the evaluation process.  The results of the professional development time 
should conclude with a shared digital folder including all components of the training series and 
examples of SGOs for teachers to access.    Administrators will then lead the training series for 
all new staff hired to the district during New Staff Orientation, followed by the training series 
refresher for all existing teaching staff during the first few days of school.  The final step to the 
plan is to utilize the District Evaluation Advisory Committee (DEAC) to hold meetings 
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throughout the school year to hear feedback from teachers and administrators.  This feedback can 
be used to reflect on the training series and make needed adjustments if necessary.     
Table 24:  Timeline and activities for develop of teacher evaluation refresher training 
Time Frame Activity Description 
June 2016 Exemplar collection Gather exemplars of SGOs at all grade levels and 
content areas 
July-August 2016 Professional 
Development  
A series of professional development workshops for 
administrators  
July-August 2016 Digital Resource 
Development 
Administration collectively develop a digital folder 
with resources to support the teacher evaluation 
process 
August 2016 New Staff 
Orientation 
Present the four part teacher evaluation training series 
to all new staff hired to the district 
September 2016 Professional 
Development 
Present the four part teacher evaluation training series 
during professional development time to all teaching 
staff as a refresher 
2016-2017 School 
Year 
DEAC Meetings Utilize DEAC meetings throughout the school year to 
hear concerns from teachers and administrators and 
make adjustments to training series and evaluation 
procedures 
 
In addition to the four part training series, the district should become more consistent in 
the requirements of lessons plans.  Throughout the data collect and review process it was clear 
teachers in the district are not all utilizing the District Lesson Plan Format (Appendix D).   
This study provides powerful information that can be used to guide other new change 
initiatives within this site.  Any future large change initiatives within this school district should 
begin with thorough planning.   Senge et al, (2004) “Theory U”, Fullen’s (2008) “Six Secrets of 
Change”, and Heifetz and Linsky (2002) “Leadership on the Line”, are all change theories that 
have recognized the importance of staff seeing the value in the change and buying into it.  The 
planning should begin with a pilot of the future initiative.   The pilot provides teachers the 
opportunity to understand the need for change and buy into the change, as they are involved in its 
development within the district.    A pilot also offers teachers the ability to provide valuable 
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feedback to administration that can be used in developing the full implementation plan.   The 
feedback from teachers gives the district powerful data and information to drive their 
professional development and make it as meaningful as possible for teaching staff.   The valuable 
information gained from the pilot as well as the meaningful teacher input should be used to 
develop an in depth implementation plan.  The implementation plan should include written 
material to provide clarity and resources to teachers.  As evident from this study, teachers seek 
meaningful professional development that is targeted to a change initiative. 
Summary 
 The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of how the implementation of the 
new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ attitudes in an eastern New Jersey 
school district.   This study utilized a case study approach and took place in a middle school 
setting, grades six through eight.  Data collection included  (1) transcription of individual teacher 
interviews, (2) transcription of focus group interviews, (3) collection of artifacts in form of 
teacher lesson plans, and (4) historical summary of onsite implementation and training of new 
evaluation model.   Nine major themes and two minor themes emerged from the data and serve 
as answers to the central and sub research questions.  
The results of this study provided vast information about the effects of an evaluation 
model change within the school district site.  The major themes are summarizes in the following 
nine statements: 
• The expectation of how teachers were to create and utilize SGOs was not well defined.   
• SGOs are not valid measures of student growth or teacher effectiveness.   
• No time was dedicated to teacher training on SGPs.   
• The rubric used to measure teacher practice did not have an impact on teacher practice.  
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• The implementation of SGOs as a student growth measure has impacted teaching to the 
test behavior.  
• Building administration was not well prepared to implement the new evaluation model, 
however they learned the process as the year progressed.  
• There was differences in the building administrations understanding of the elements of 
the teacher practice rubric and of the implementation of SGOs.   
• The training and professional development time dedicated towards the implementation of 
the new teacher evaluation model was too scattered.  
• The time dedicated towards training and professional development of the new evaluation 
system was ample, however not an effective use of time.  
 
The results of this study raised awareness about the desired and undesired affects of the 
implementation of the new evaluation system.   Desired affects included increased awareness of 
the evaluation process by teachers.   Undesired affects included frustration and confusion felt by 
teachers and increased teaching to the test behavior.     
Recommendations to mitigate the negative influences of the implementation of the new 
teacher evaluation system include more training dedicated for administrators to become more 
knowledgeable and consistent in their use of the new teacher evaluation model.  In addition, a 
thoroughly planned, four part teacher training series given to all current and future teaching staff.  
Future change initiatives should include a pilot implementation that involves teachers to 
develop their buy in for the change.  Feedback from the teachers should be used to develop a 
thorough plan to implement any new change initiatives and guide future professional 
development.   
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Appendix A 
Kim Marshall Teacher Evaluation Rubric 
Teacher Evaluation Rubrics 
by Kim Marshall – Revised September 4, 2010 
 
Rationale and suggestions for implementation 
1. These rubrics are organized around six domains covering all aspects of a teacher’s job performance: 
A. Planning and Preparation for Learning 
B. Classroom Management 
C. Delivery of Instruction 
D. Monitoring, Assessment, and Follow-Up 
E. Family and Community Outreach 
F. Professional Responsibilities 
The rubrics use a four-level rating scale with the following labels: 
4 – Highly Effective 
3 – Effective 
2 – Improvement Necessary 
1 – Does Not Meet Standards 
 
2. The rubrics are designed to give teachers an end-of-the-year assessment of where they stand in all performance areas – 
and detailed guidance on how to improve. They are not checklists for classroom visits. To knowledgeably fill out the 
rubrics, principals need to have been in classrooms frequently throughout the year; it is irresponsible to fill out the rubrics 
based on one classroom observation. Unannounced mini-observations every 2-3 week followed by face-to-face 
conversations are the best way for principals to have an accurate sense of teachers’ performance, give ongoing praise and 
suggestions, and listen to push-back. For a detailed account of the development of these rubrics – and the rationale for not 
including student results – see Kim’s recent book, Rethinking Teacher Supervision and Evaluation (Jossey-Bass, 2009).  
 
3. The Effective level describes solid, expected professional performance; teachers should feel good about scoring at this 
level. The Highly Effective level is reserved for truly outstanding teaching that meets very demanding criteria; there will 
be relatively few ratings at this level. Improvement Necessary indicates that performance has real deficiencies; it is not a 
“gentleman’s C” and nobody should be content to remain at this level. Performance at the Does Not Meet Standards level 
is clearly unacceptable and needs to be improved immediately. 
 
4. When scoring, take each of the ten criteria, read across the four levels (Highly Effective, Effective, Improvement 
Necessary, and Does Not Meet Standards), find the level that best describes the teacher’s performance, and circle or 
highlight that cell. This creates a clear graphic display of areas for commendation and areas that need work. Then give an 
overall score for that domain at the bottom of the page (averaging the scores on the page) and make brief comments in the 
space provided. When all six pages have been scored, record the ratings on the summary sheet (page 8). 
 
5. Evaluation conferences are greatly enhanced if the principal and teacher fill out the rubrics in advance, then meet and 
compare scores one page at a time. The principal has the final say, of course, but the discussion should aim for consensus 
based on actual evidence of the more accurate score for each criterion. Principals should go into the evaluation process 
with some humility since they can’t possibly know everything about a teacher’s instructional activities, collegial 
interactions, parent outreach, and professional growth. Similarly, teachers should be open to feedback from someone with 
an outside perspective who has been in their classroom numerous times. 
 
6. Some principals sugar-coat criticism and give inflated scores so as not to hurt feelings. This does not help teachers 
improve. The kindest thing a principal can do for an underperforming teacher is give candid, evidence-based feedback, 
listen to the teacher’s concerns, and provide robust follow-up support.  
 
7. If an entire staff is scored honestly using these rubrics, it’s possible to create a color-coded spreadsheet that can serve as 
a powerful (confidential) road-map for schoolwide professional development (see the sample on page 9). 
 
8. These rubrics are “open source” and may be used and adapted by schools and districts as they see fit. 
            A.  Planning and Preparation for Learning
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a. 
Knowledge
Is expert in the subject area 
and has a cutting-edge grasp 
of child development and how 
students learn. 
Knows the subject matter well 
and has a good grasp of child 
development and how 
students learn.
Is somewhat familiar with the 
subject and has a few ideas of 
ways students develop and 
learn.
Has little familiarity with the 
subject matter and few ideas 
on how to teach it and how 
students learn.
b.
Standards
Has a well-honed game plan 
for the year that is tightly 
aligned with state standards 
and assessments.
Plans the year so students will 
meet state standards and be 
ready for external 
assessments.
Has done some thinking about 
how to cover high standards 
and test requirements this 
year.
Plans lesson by lesson and has 
little familiarity with state 
standards and tests.
c.
Units
Plans most units backwards, 
with well-thought-out big 
ideas, essential questions, 
knowledge, and skill goals.
Plans some units backwards 
with big ideas, essential 
questions, knowledge, and 
skill goals.
Plans lessons with some 
thought to larger goals and 
objectives and higher-order 
thinking skills.
Teaches on an ad hoc basis 
with little or no consideration 
for long-range curriculum 
goals.
d.
Assessments
Prepares diagnostic, on-the-
spot, interim, and summative 
assessments to  monitor 
student learning.
Plans on-the-spot and unit 
assessments to measure 
student learning.
Drafts unit tests as instruction 
proceeds.
Writes final tests shortly 
before they are given.
e.
Anticipation
Anticipates students' 
misconceptions and 
confusions and develops 
multiple strategies to 
overcome them.
Anticipates misconceptions 
that students might have and 
plans to address them.
Has a hunch about one or two 
ways that students might 
become confused with the 
content.
Proceeds without considering 
misconceptions that students 
might have about the material.
f.
Lessons
Designs each lesson with 
clear, measurable goals 
closely aligned with standards 
and unit outcomes.
Designs lessons focused on 
measurable outcomes aligned 
with unit goals.
Plans lessons with some 
consideration of long-term 
goals.
Plans lessons aimed primarily 
at entertaining students or 
covering textbook chapters.
g.
Engagement
Designs highly relevant 
lessons that will motivate all 
students and sweep them up in 
active learning.
Designs lessons that are 
relevant, motivating, and 
likely to engage students in 
active learning.
Plans lessons that will catch 
some students’ interest and 
perhaps get a discussion 
going.
Plans lessons with very little 
likelihood of motivating or 
involving students.
h.
Mater ials
Designs lessons involving an 
appropriate mix of top-notch, 
multicultural learning 
materials.
Designs lessons that use an 
effective, multicultural mix of 
materials.
Plans lessons that involve a 
mixture of good and mediocre 
learning materials.
Plans lessons that rely mainly 
on mediocre and low-quality 
textbooks, workbooks, or 
worksheets.
i.
Differentiation
Designs lessons that break 
down complex tasks and 
address all learning needs, 
styles, and interests.
Designs lessons that target 
several learning needs, styles, 
and interests.
Plans lessons with some 
thought as to how to 
accommodate special needs 
students.
Plans lessons with no 
differentiation.
j .
Environment 
Artfully uses room 
arrangement, materials, and 
displays to maximize student 
learning of all material.
Organizes classroom 
furniture, materials, and 
displays to support unit and 
lesson goals. 
Organizes furniture and 
materials to support the 
lesson, with only a few 
decorative displays.
Has a conventional furniture 
arrangement, hard-to-access 
materials, and few wall 
displays.
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
B.  Classroom Management
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a.
Expectations
Is direct, specific, consistent, 
and tenacious in 
communicating and enforcing 
very high expectations.
Clearly communicates and 
consistently enforces high 
standards for student behavior. 
Announces and posts 
classroom rules and 
punishments.
Comes up with ad hoc rules 
and punishments as events 
unfold during the year.
b. 
Relationships
Shows warmth, caring, 
respect, and fairness for all 
students and builds strong 
relationships.
Is fair and respectful toward 
students and builds positive 
relationships.
Is fair and respectful toward 
most students and builds 
positive relationships with 
some.
Is sometimes unfair and 
disrespectful to the class; 
plays favorites.
c. 
Respect
Wins all students’ respect and 
creates a climate in which 
disruption of learning is 
unthinkable.
Commands respect and 
refuses to tolerate disruption.
Wins the respect of some 
students but there are regular 
disruptions in the classroom.
Is not respected by students 
and the classroom is 
frequently chaotic and 
sometimes dangerous.
d.
Social-emotional 
Implements a program that 
successfully develops positive 
interactions and social-
emotional skills.
Fosters positive interactions 
among students and teaches 
useful social skills.
Often lectures students on the 
need for good behavior, and 
makes an example of “bad”  
students.
Publicly berates “bad”  
students, blaming them for 
their poor behavior.
e. 
Routines
Successfully inculcates class 
routines up front so that 
students maintain them 
throughout the year.
Teaches routines and has 
students maintain them all 
year.
Tries to train students in class 
routines but many of the 
routines are not maintained.
Does not teach routines and is 
constantly nagging, 
threatening, and punishing 
students.
f.
Responsibility
Successfully develops 
students’ self-discipline, self-
efficacy, and sense of 
responsibility.
Develops students’ self-
discipline and teaches them to 
take responsibility for their 
own actions.
Tries to get students to be 
responsible for their actions, 
but many lack self-discipline.
Is unsuccessful in fostering 
self-discipline in students; 
they are dependent on the 
teacher to behave.
g.
Reper toire
Has a highly effective 
discipline repertoire and can 
capture and hold students’ 
attention any time. 
Has a repertoire of discipline 
“moves”  and can capture and 
maintain students’ attention.
Has a limited disciplinary 
repertoire and students are 
frequently not paying 
attention. 
Has few discipline “moves”  
and constantly struggles to get 
students’ attention.
h.
Efficiency
Uses coherence, lesson 
momentum, and silky-smooth 
transitions to get the most out 
of every minute.
Maximizes academic learning 
time through coherence, 
lesson momentum, and 
smooth transitions.
Sometimes loses teaching time 
due to lack of clarity, 
interruptions, and inefficient 
transitions.
Loses a great deal of 
instructional time because of 
confusion, interruptions, and 
ragged transitions.
i.
Prevention
Is alert, poised, dynamic, and 
self-assured and nips virtually 
all discipline problems in the 
bud.
Is a confident, dynamic 
“presence”  and nips most 
discipline problems in the bud.
Tries to prevent discipline 
problems but sometimes little 
things escalate into big 
problems.
Is unsuccessful at spotting and 
preventing discipline 
problems, and they frequently 
escalate.
j .
Incentives
Gets students to buy into a 
highly effective system of 
incentives linked to intrinsic 
rewards. 
Uses incentives wisely to 
encourage and reinforce 
student cooperation. 
Uses extrinsic rewards in an 
attempt to get students to 
cooperate and comply.
Gives away “goodies”  (e.g., 
free time) without using it as a 
lever to improve behavior. 
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
C.  Delivery of Instruction
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a.
Expectations
Exudes high expectations and 
determination and convinces 
all students that they will 
master the material.
Conveys to students: This is 
important, you can do it, and 
I’m not going to give up on 
you.
Tells students that the subject 
matter is important and they 
need to work hard.
Gives up on some students as 
hopeless.
b.
Mindset
Actively inculcates a "growth" 
mindset: take risks, learn from 
mistakes, through effective 
effort you can and will achieve 
at high levels.
Tells students that effective 
effort, not innate ability, is the 
key.
Doesn't counteract students' 
misconceptinos about innate 
ability.
Communicates a "fixed" 
mindset about ability: some 
students have it, some don't.
c.
Goals
Shows students exactly what’s 
expected by posting essential 
questions, goals, rubrics, and 
exemplars of proficient work.
Gives students a clear sense of 
purpose by posting the unit’s 
essential questions and the 
lesson’s goals.
Tells students the main 
learning objectives of each 
lesson.
Begins lessons without giving 
students a sense of where 
instruction is headed.
d.
Connections
Always grabs students’ 
interest and makes 
connections to prior 
knowledge, experience, and 
reading.
Activates students’ prior 
knowledge and hooks their 
interest in each unit and 
lesson.
Is only sometimes successful 
in making the subject 
interesting and relating it to 
things students already know.
Rarely hooks students’ interest 
or makes connections to their 
lives.
e.
Clar ity
Always presents material 
clearly and explicitly, with 
well-chosen examples and 
vivid and appropriate 
language.
Uses clear explanations, 
appropriate language, and 
good examples to present 
material.
Sometimes uses language and 
explanations that are fuzzy, 
confusing, or inappropriate.
Often presents material in a 
confusing way, using language 
that is inappropriate.
f.
Reper toire
Orchestrates highly effective 
strategies, materials, and 
groupings to involve and 
motivate students.
Orchestrates effective 
strategies, materials, and 
classroom groupings to foster 
student learning.
Uses a limited range of 
classroom strategies, 
materials, and groupings with 
mixed success.
Uses only one or two teaching 
strategies and types of 
materials and fails to reach 
most students.
g.
Engagement
Gets all students highly 
involved in focused work in 
which they are active learners 
and problem-solvers.
Has students actively think 
about, discuss, and use the 
ideas and skills being taught.
Attempts to get students 
actively involved but some 
students are disengaged.
Mostly lectures to passive 
students or has them plod 
through textbooks and 
worksheets.
h.
Differentiation
Successfully reaches all 
students by skillfully 
differentiating and scaffolding.
Differentiates and scaffolds 
instruction to accommodate 
most students’ learning needs.
Attempts to accommodate 
students with learning deficits, 
but with mixed success.
Fails to differentiate 
instruction for students with 
learning deficits.
i.
Nimbleness
Deftly adapts lessons and 
units to exploit teachable 
moments and correct 
misunderstandings.
Is flexible about modifying 
lessons to take advantage of 
teachable moments.
Sometimes doesn't take 
advantage of teachable 
moments.
Is rigid and inflexible with 
lesson plans and rarely takes 
advantage of teachable 
moments.
j .
Application
Consistently has students 
summarize and internalize 
what they learn and apply it to 
real-life situations.
Has students sum up what 
they have learned and apply it 
in a different context. 
Sometimes brings closure to 
lessons and asks students to 
think about applications.
Moves on at the end of each 
lesson without closure or 
application.
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
            D.  Monitoring, Assessment, and Follow-Up
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a. 
Criteria
Posts and reviews the criteria 
for proficient work, including 
rubrics and exemplars, and 
students internalize them.
Posts clear criteria for 
proficiency, including rubrics 
and exemplars of student 
work.
Tells students some of the 
qualities that their finished 
work should exhibit.
Expects students to know (or 
figure out) what it takes to get 
good grades.
b.
Diagnosis
Gives students a well-
constructed diagnostic 
assessment up front, and uses 
the information to fine-tune 
instruction.
Diagnoses students’ 
knowledge and skills up front 
and makes small adjustments 
based on the data.
Does a quick K-W-L (Know, 
Want to Know, Learned) 
exercise before beginning a 
unit.
Begins instruction without 
diagnosing students' skills and 
knowledge.
c.
On-the-Spot
Uses a variety of effective 
methods to check for 
understanding; immediately 
unscrambles confusion and 
clarifies.
Frequently checks for 
understanding and gives 
students helpful information if 
they seem confused.
Uses mediocre methods (e.g., 
thumbs up, thumbs down) to 
check for understanding 
during instruction.
Uses ineffective methods ("Is 
everyone with me?") to check 
for understanding.
d.
Self-Assessment
Has students set ambitious 
goals, continuously self-
assess, and take responsibility 
for improving performance.
Has students set goals, self-
assess, and know where they 
stand academically at all 
times.
Urges students to look over 
their work, see where they had 
trouble, and aim to improve 
those areas.
Allows students to move on 
without assessing and 
improving problems in their 
work.
e.
Recognition
Frequently posts students’ 
work with rubrics and 
commentary and uses it to 
motivate and direct effort.
Regularly posts students’ work 
to make visible and celebrate 
their progress with respect to 
standards. 
Posts some ‘A’ student work 
as an example to others.
Posts only a few samples of 
student work or none at all.
f.
Interims
Works with colleagues to use 
interim assessment data, fine-
tune teaching, re-teach, and 
help struggling students.
Uses data from interim 
assessments to adjust teaching, 
re-teach, and follow up with 
failing students.
Looks over students’ tests to 
see if there is anything that 
needs to be re-taught.
Gives tests and moves on 
without analyzing them and 
following up with students.
g.
Tenacity
Relentlessly follows up with 
struggling students with 
personal attention to reach 
proficiency.
Takes responsibility for 
students who are not 
succeeding and gives them 
extra help.
Offers students who fail tests 
some additional time to study 
and do re-takes.
Tells students that if they fail a 
test, that’s it; the class has to 
move on to cover the 
curriculum.
h.
Support
Makes sure that students who 
need specialized diagnosis and 
help receive appropriate 
services immediately.
When necessary, refers 
students for specialized 
diagnosis and extra help. 
Sometimes doesn’t refer 
students promptly for special 
help, and/or refers students 
who don’t need it.
Often fails to refer students for 
special services and/or refers 
students who do not need 
them.
i.
Analysis
Works with colleagues to 
analyze and chart assessment 
data, draw action conclusions, 
and share them with others.
Analyzes data from 
assessments, draws 
conclusions, and shares them 
appropriately.
Records students’ grades and 
notes some general patterns 
for future reference.
Records students’ grades and 
moves on with the curriculum.
j.
Reflection
Works with colleagues to 
reflect on what worked and 
what didn't and continuously 
improves instruction. 
Reflects on the effectiveness 
of lessons and units and 
continuously works to 
improve them. 
At the end of a teaching unit 
or semester, thinks about what 
might have been done better. 
Does not draw lessons for the 
future when teaching is 
unsuccessful.
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
               E.  Family and Community Outreach
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a.
Respect
Shows great sensitivity and 
respect for family and 
community culture, values, 
and beliefs.
Communicates respectfully 
with parents and is sensitive to 
different families’ culture and 
values.
Tries to be sensitive to the 
culture and beliefs of students’ 
families but sometimes has a 
tin ear.
Is often insensitive to the 
culture and beliefs of students’ 
families.
b.
Belief
Shows each parent an in-depth 
knowledge of their child and a 
strong belief he or she will 
meet or exceed standards.
Shows parents a genuine 
interest and belief in each 
child’s ability to reach 
standards.
Tells parents that he or she 
cares about their children and 
wants the best for them.
Does not communicate to 
parents knowledge of 
individual children or concern 
about their future.
c.
Expectations
Gives parents clear, user-
friendly learning and behavior 
expectations and exemplars of 
proficient work.
Gives parents clear, succinct 
expectations for student 
learning and behavior for the 
year.
Sends home a list of 
classroom rules and the 
syllabus for the year.
Doesn't inform parents about 
learning and behavior 
expectations. 
d.
Communication
Makes sure parents hear 
positive news about their 
children first, and immediately 
flags any problems.
Promptly informs parents of 
behavior and learning 
problems, and also updates 
parents on good news.
Lets parents know about 
problems their children are 
having but rarely mentions 
positive news.
Seldom informs parents of 
concerns or positive news 
about their children.
e.
Involving
Frequently involves parents in 
supporting and enriching the 
curriculum for their children 
as it unfolds.
Updates parents on the 
unfolding curriculum and 
suggests ways to support 
learning at home.
Sends home occasional 
suggestions on how parents 
can help their children with 
schoolwork.
Rarely if ever communicates 
with parents on ways to help 
their children at home.
f.
Homework
Assigns highly engaging 
homework, gets close to a 
100% return, and provides 
rich feedback.
Assigns appropriate 
homework, holds students 
accountable for turning it in, 
and gives feedback.
Assigns homework, keeps 
track of compliance, but rarely 
follows up.
Assigns homework but is 
resigned to the fact that many 
students won’t turn it in, and 
doesn't follow up.
g.
Responsiveness
Deals immediately and 
successfully with parent 
concerns and makes parents 
feel welcome any time.
Responds promptly to parent 
concerns and makes parents 
feel welcome in the school.
Is slow to respond to some 
parent concerns and gives off 
an unwelcoming vibe.
Does not respond to parent 
concerns and makes parents 
feel unwelcome in the 
classroom.
h.
Reporting
In student-led conferences, 
report cards, and informal 
talks, gives parents detailed 
and helpful feedback on 
children’s progress.
Uses conferences and report 
cards to give parents feedback 
on their children’s progress.
Uses report card conferences 
to tell parents the areas in 
which their children can 
improve.
Gives out report cards and 
expects parents to deal with 
the areas that need 
improvement.
i.
Outreach
Is successful in contacting and 
working with all parents, 
including those who are hard 
to reach.
Tries to contact all parents and 
is tenacious in contacting hard-
to-reach parents.
Tries to contact all parents, but 
ends up talking mainly to the 
parents of high-achieving 
students.
Makes little or no effort to 
contact parents.
j.
Resources
Successfully enlists classroom 
volunteers and extra resources 
from homes and the 
community.
Reaches out to families and 
community agencies to bring 
in volunteers and additional 
resources. 
Asks parents to volunteer in 
the classroom and contribute 
extra resources.
Does not reach out for extra 
support from parents or the 
community.
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
F.  Professional Responsibilities
The teacher:
4
Highly Effective
3
Effective
2
Improvement 
Necessary
1
Does Not Meet 
Standards
a.
Attendance
Has perfect or near-perfect 
attendance (98-100%).
Has very good attendance (95-
97%).
Has moderate absences (6-
10%). If there are extenating 
circumstances, state below.
Has many absences (11% or 
more). If there are extenuating 
circumstances, state below. 
b.
Language
In professional contexts, 
speaks and writes correctly 
and eloquently.
Uses correct grammar, syntax, 
usage, and spelling in 
professional contexts.
Periodically makes errors in 
grammar, syntax, usage and/or 
spelling in professional 
contexts.
Frequently makes errors in 
grammar, syntax, usage, 
and/or spelling in professional 
contexts.
c.
Reliability
Carries out assignments 
conscientiously and 
punctually, keeps meticulous 
records, and is never late.
Is punctual and reliable with 
paperwork, duties, and 
assignments; keeps accurate 
records.
Occasionally skips 
assignments, is late, makes 
errors in records, and misses 
paperwork deadlines. 
Frequently skips assignments, 
is late, makes errors in 
records, and misses paperwork 
deadlines.
d.
Professionalism
Presents as a consummate 
professional and always 
observes appropriate 
boundaries.
Demonstrates professional 
demeanor and maintains 
appropriate boundaries.
Occasionally acts and/or 
dresses in an unprofessional 
manner and violates 
boundaries.
Frequently acts and/or dresses 
in an unprofessional manner 
and violates boundaries.
e.
Judgment
Is invariably ethical, honest, 
and above-board, uses 
impeccable judgment, and 
respects confidentiality.
Is ethical and above-board, 
uses good judgment, and 
maintains confidentiality with 
student records.
Sometimes uses questionable 
judgment, is less than 
completely honest, and/or 
discloses student information.
Acts in an ethically 
questionable manner, uses 
poor judgment, and/or 
discloses student information.
f.
Above-and-
beyond
Is an important member of 
teacher teams and committees 
and frequently volunteers for 
after-school activities.
Shares responsibility for grade-
level and schoolwide activities 
and takes part in after-school 
activities.
When asked, will serve on a 
committee and attend an after-
school activity.
Declines invitations to serve 
on committees and attend after-
school activities. 
g.
Leadership
Frequently contributes 
valuable ideas and expertise 
and instils in others a desire to 
improve student achievement.
Is a positive team player and 
contributes ideas, expertise, 
and time to the overall mission 
of the school.
Occasionally suggests an idea 
aimed at improving the 
school.
Rarely if ever contributes 
ideas that might help improve 
the school.
h.
Openness
Actively seeks out feedback 
and suggestions and uses them 
to improve performance.
Listens thoughtfully to other 
viewpoints and responds 
constructively to suggestions 
and criticism.
Is somewhat defensive but 
does listen to feedback and 
suggestions.
Is very defensive about 
criticism and resistant to 
changing classroom practice.
i.
Collaboration
Meets at least weekly with 
colleagues to plan units, share 
ideas, and analyze interim 
assessments.
Collaborates with colleagues 
to plan units, share teaching 
ideas, and look at student 
work.
Meets occasionally with 
colleagues to share ideas about 
teaching and students.
Meets infrequently with 
colleagues, and conversations 
lack educational substance.
j.
Growth
Actively reaches out for new 
ideas and engages in action 
research with colleagues to 
figure out what works best. 
Seeks out effective teaching 
ideas from colleagues, 
workshops, and other sources 
and implements them well.
Can occasionally be persuaded 
to try out new classroom 
practices.
Is not open to ideas for 
improving teaching and 
learning. 
Overall rating:____ Comments: 
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Appendix B 
District Teacher Evaluation Rubric 
Page%1%of%1
Highly Effective Effective Partially Effective Ineffective
Has comprehensive knowledge Knows child development and Is somewhat familiar with the Has little familiarity with the content
a. Knowledge of the content area, child  the content area well and has content area and has partial area and child development and
development and knowledge of instructional theory. knowledge of child development  few ideas of instructional theory. 
instructional theory. and instructional theory.
Has detailed plan for the Plans the year so students Has done some thinking Plans lesson by lesson and has
b. Standards year that is closely aligned will meet high standards and be about how to cover high little familiarity with 
with high standards and ready for assessments. standards and assessment standards and assessments. 
fosters success on requirements this year.
assessments. 
Plans all units embedding Plans most units with big Plans lessons with some Teaches with little or no
c.  Units big ideas, essential ideas, essential questions, thought to larger goals and consideration for long-
questions, knowledge, skill, knowledge, skill, and objectives and higher-order range curriculum goals. 
and noncognitive goals that noncognitive goals covering thinking skills.  
cover all Bloom's levels. most of Bloom's levels.  
Prepares assessments such Plans on the spot, interim, Relies almost exclusively on Writes unit assessments
d. Assessments as diagnostic, on the spot, and unit assessments to summative assessment as with inadequate forethought.
interim, and summative measure student learning. instruction proceeds.  
to monitor student learning. 
Anticipates students' Anticipates students' Acknowledges students' Proceeds without considering
e.  Anticipation misconceptions and develops misconceptions and misconceptions without students' misconceptions.
multiple strategies to plans to address them. offering strategies to address
overcome them. them. 
Designs each lesson with Designs most lessons Plans lesson with some Plans lessons with lack of 
f.  Lessons clear, measurable goals and focused on measurable consideration of desired results consideration of desired 
desired results per UbD. outcomes aligned with per UbD. results per UbD.
desired results per UbD.
Designs highly relevant Designs lesson that are Plans lessons that will catch Plans lessons with very little
g.  Engagement lessons that will motivate relevant, motivating, and some students' interest and likelihood of motivating or
students and engage them in likely to engage most participation. involving students. 
active learning. students.
Designs lessons that use an Designs lessons that use a Plans lessons that involve a Plans lessons that rely 
h.  Materials effective mix of high-quality, diverse mix of materials mixture of good and mainly on mediocre and low-
diverse learning materials and technology. mediocre learning materials. quality textbooks, 
and technology. workbooks or worksheets.
Designs lessons that break Designs lessons that target Plans lessons with some Plans lesson with no
i.  Differentiation down complex tasks and several learning needs, styles thought as to how to differentiation.
address virtually all learning and interests. accommodate special needs
needs, styles and interests. students.
Organizes classroom furniture, Organizes classroom Organized furniture and Has a conventional furniture
j.  Environment materials, and displays to furniture, materials, and materials to support the arrangement, hard-to-access
maximize student learning of displays to support unit and lesson, with only a few materials, and few wall
all material. lesson goals. decorative displays. displays. 
A.  PLANNING AND PREPARATION FOR LEARNING
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Highly Effective Effective Partially Effective Ineffective
Is clear, specific, and consistent Is clear and consistent in Is inconsistent in Expectations are unclear and
a.  Expectations in communicating very high communicating high communicating/implementing impede student learning.
expectations, which results in a expectations and facilitates a expectations. 
 positive classroom culture. positive classroom culture. 
Is fair and respectful toward Is caring, respectful and fair Is fair and respectful towards Is sometimes unfair and
b.  Relationship students and facilitates towards students, which builds most students and is disrespectful to the class.
positive relationships. positive relationships.  inconsistent in building
positive relationships.
Promotes a climate of mutual Promotes a positive classroom Classroom environment Does little to positively impact
c.  Respect respect that fosters an environment where disruptions  lacks definition and classroom environment, therefore
 ideal learning environment are addressed and seldom disruptions occur, which disruptions are frequent and
where teacher can assess and interfere with student learning. impact student learning. significantly impact student 
address disruptions effectively. learning and safety.
Facilitates a classroom Builds positive Lectures students on the need Does not use discretion when
d.  Social-emotional environment that  interactions in the classroom for good behavior and addressing negative behaviors 
successfully develops positive and addresses negative reacts to negative  and students are publicly
interactions and is proactive in behaviors when interactions in the classroom. embarrassed.
curtailing negative behaviors. necessary. 
Successfully establishes class Teaches routines and has Tries to train students in Does not establish routines
e.  Routines routines immediately so that students maintain them all class routines but many of and class lacks structure. 
students maintain them year. the routines are not 
throughout the year. maintained. 
Promotes an environment Teaches students to take Tries to get students to be Is unsuccessful in fostering
f.  Responsibilty in which students take responsibility for their own responsible for their actions. responsibility in students. 
responsibility for their actions actions.
and have a strong 
sense of efficacy.
Has a highly effective set  Uses a variety of Has a limited disciplinary Has few discipline skills and
g.  Repertoire of learning models discipline strategies and strategies and some constantly struggles to get
resulting in virtually no can capture and maintain students are not paying student's attention.
classroom disruptions. students' attention. attention.
Skillfully uses coherence, Optimizes academic learning Sometimes loses teaching Loses a great deal of 
h.  Efficiency momentum, and transitions to  time through coherence, time due to lack of clarity, instructional time because of
maximize time management   lesson momentum, and interruptions, and inefficient confusion, interruptions, and
and academic learning time. smooth transitions. transitions. ragged transitions. 
Teacher is assertive, dynamic Teacher is a confident and Teacher is uncertain/unsure in Teacher is unaware in the
i.  Prevention and proactive in the classroom dynamic presence in the the classroom and the teacher classroom and ineffective in
and as a result, discipline classroom and therefore tries to prevent discipline problems, preventing discipline problems. 
problems are virtually non-existent.  discipline problems are minimal. but they sometimes escalate.
Identifies students needs and Uses strategies that motivate Uses strategies that motivate Has limited motivational
j.  Incentives implements highly effective students. some students. strategies. 
motivational strategies. 
B.  CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
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Projects high expectations and Projects high expectations Tells students that the Gives up on some students
a.  Expectations  determination and convinces all and determination and subject matter is important as hopeless.
 students that they can achieve  at encourages virtually all and they need to work hard. 
their highest possible level. students that they can learn. 
Actively encourages a "growth" Conveys to students that Tells students that effective Doesn't counteract students'
b.  Mindset mindset:  take risks, learn from that effective effort, not effort, not innate ability, is misconceptions about innate
mistakes, through effective innate ability, is the the key. ability.
effort they can and will key to achievement.
achieve at their highest levels.
Shows students exactly Gives students a clear sense Tells students the main Begins lessons without
c.  Goals what is expected by providing of purpose by providing the learning objectives of each giving students a sense of
essential questions, goals, rubrics, unit's essential questions lesson. where instruction is headed.
 and exemplars of proficient work. and the lessons' goals.
Identifies and engages students Activates students' prior Is sometimes successful Rarely captures  students'
d.  Connections interests and makes knowledge and captures their in making the subject interest or makes connections
connections to prior interest in each unit and interesting and relating it to to prior knowledge.
knowledge and experience. lesson. students' prior knowledge.
Always presents material Uses clear explanations, Sometimes uses language Often presents material in a
e.  Clarity clearly and explicitly, with appropriate language, and and explanations that are confusing way, using
well-chosen examples and examples to present unclear, confusing, or language that is
vivid and appropriate language. material. ill-chosen. ill-chosen.
Orchestrates highly effective Implements effective Uses a limited range of Uses only one or two
f.  Repertoire strategies, questions, strategies, questions, classroom strategies, teaching strategies and
materials, technology, and materials, technology, and questions, materials, and types of materials and fails to
groupings to boost the groupings to foster student groupings with mixed reach most students.  
learning of virtually all students. learning. success.
Gets virtually all students highly Promotes students to actively Attempts to get students Mostly lectures to passive
g.  Engagement involved in focused work and think about, discuss, and actively involved but some students or has them simply
discussions in which they are use the ideas and skills students are disengaged. cover material through 
active learners and being taught. textbooks and worksheets.
problem solvers.
Successfully reaches virtually Differentiates and scaffolds Attempts to accommodate Fails to differentiate
h.  Differen- all students by skillfully instruction and uses peer and students with learning instruction for students with
      tiation differentiating and other professional staff to deficits, but with mixed learning deficits.  
scaffolding and using peer accommodate most success.
and other professional staff. students' learning needs. 
Deftly adapts lessons and Is flexible about modifying Does not utilize Is rigid and inflexible with
i.  Nimbleness units to maximize teachable lessons to take maximize teachable moments. lesson plans and rarely
moments and correct misunderstandings. teachable moments. utilizes teachable moments. 
Consistently has all students Has students sum up what Sometimes brings closure to Moves on at the end of each
j.  Application summarize and internalize what they they learned and apply lessons and asks students to lesson without closure or
 learn and apply it to real-life situations. it in a different context. think about applications. application to other contexts. 
C.  DELIVERY OF INSTRUCTION
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Provides and reviews clear Provides criteria for proficiency, Informs students of some of  Provides inadequate criteria 
a.  Criteria criteria for proficient work, including rubrics and the qualities that their finished and/or communication.
including rubrics and exemplars, exemplars for student work. work should exhibit. 
and clarifies any concerns.
Gives students a well-constructed Diagnoses students’ Conducts only cursory Begins instruction without 
b. Diagnosis  diagnostic assessment up front, knowledge and skills up front checks for knowledge and skills diagnosing students' skills and 
and uses the information to and makes small adjustments before beginning a unit. knowledge. 
 fine-tune instruction. based on the data. 
Uses a variety of effective methods Frequently checks for Uses mediocre methods Uses ineffective methods
c.  On-the-Spot  to check for understanding;  understanding and gives to check for understanding  to check for understanding.
 immediately dispels confusion and students helpful information if during instruction. 
provides clarification as needed. they seem confused. 
Has students set challenging Has students set goals, self-   Urges students to review Allows students to move on 
d.  Self Assessment goals, routinely self-assess, assess and encourages students to their work/performance, without assessing and 
and take responsibility for take responsibility for improving  identify difficulties and aim improving problems in their 
improving their performance. their performance. to improve those areas. work. 
Frequently posts students' Regularly posts students' Posts some ‘A’ student work Posts only a few samples of 
e.  Recognition work to validate and motivate work to recognize progress as an example to others. student work or none at all. 
progress and effort. and effort.
Works with colleagues to use Uses data from interim Looks over students’ tests to Gives tests and moves on 
f.  Interims interim assessment data, fine- assessments to adjust teaching, see if anything that without analyzing them and 
tune teaching, re-teach, and re-teach, and follow up with needs to be re-taught. following up with students. 
help struggling students. failing students. 
Consistently follows up with Addresses the needs of Offers limited support Offers no support
g.  Tenacity struggling students to provide students who are not to failing students. to failing students.
personal attention so they  succeeding and gives them 
 reach proficiency. extra help.
Ensures that students are referred When necessary, refers Sometimes fails to refer students Often fails to refer students
h.  Support  for appropriate assistance students for appropriate for appropriate assistance. for appropriate assistance. 
 and follows through as needed. assistance. 
Works with colleagues to Analyzes data from Records students’ grades and Records students’ grades and 
i.  Analysis analyze and chart data, draw assessments, draws notes some general patterns moves on with the curriculum. 
action conclusions, and conclusions, and shares them for future reference. 
leverage student growth. appropriately. 
Works with colleagues to Reflects on the effectiveness Reflects on what might have Almost never reflects on what
j.  Reflection reflect on best practices to of lessons and units to  been effective only at the might have been more
continuously improve instruction. continuously impr ve instruction.  end of a teaching unit or effective in teaching
semester. a lesson or unit. 
D.  MONITORING, ASSESSMENT, & FOLLOW-UP
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Shows heighten sensitivity and Is sensitive to the At times fails to be sensitive to Often fails to be sensitive
a.  Respect respect for family and community cultures, values, and the cultures, values, and beliefs to the cultures, values and beliefs
cultures, values, and beliefs. beliefs of students' families. of students’ families. of students' families. 
Shows parents an in-depth Shows parents a genuine  Tells parents that he or she Does not communicate to 
b.  Belief knowledge of their child and a interest and belief in each  is interested and believes parents knowledge of 
strong belief he or she will child’s ability to reach in each child’s ability. individual children or concern 
meet or exceed standards. standards. about their future. 
Shares with parents Shares with parents Makes available a list of Doesn't inform parents about 
c.  Expectations clear user-friendly learning clear expectations for student classroom rules and the learning and behavior 
and behavior expectations and learning and behavior syllabus for the year. expectations. 
exemplars of proficient work throughout the year. 
throughout the year. 
Maintains ongoing communication Promptly informs parents about Informs parents about problems Seldom communicates with
d.  Communication about student's progress and alerts changes in student's behavior in student's behavior parents. 
parents of problems. and/or learning. and/or learning.
Offers opportunities for parents Updates parents on the Sends home occasional Rarely if ever communicates 
e.  Involving to support and enrich the unfolding curriculum and suggestions on how parents with parents on ways to help 
curriculum of their children. suggests ways to support can help their children with their children at home. 
learning at home. schoolwork. 
Assigns purposeful homework, Assigns relevant Assigns homework, keeps Assigns homework with no
f.  Homework holds students accountable, homework, holds students track of compliance, but accountability or follow up.
and promptly provides helpful accountable, rarely provides feedback. 
feedback. and gives feedback. 
Promptly responds to and acts Responds to and acts upon Is slow to respond to some Does not respond to parent 
g.  Responsiveness upon parent concerns while parent concerns while parent concerns and comes concerns and is 
remaining approachable. remaining approachable. across as unapproachable. unapproachable. 
Uses a variety of methods to give Uses conferences and reporting Uses reporting to tell parents Gives out report cards and
h.  Reporting parents detailed, pertinent  to give parents feedback the area in which their expects parents to address the
feedback about student’s progress. on their student’s progress. children can improve. areas that need improvement.
Is persistent in contacting and Tries to contact virtually all Tries to contact parents as Makes little or no effort to 
i.  Outreach working with virtually all parents parents as needed. needed, but avoids difficult contact parents. 
as needed.  conversations.
Successfully enlists volunteers Reaches out to volunteers Asks for volunteers Does not reach out for extra 
j.  Resources or resources in the community resources in the community and resources. support from volunteers or  
 (local/world-wide) to enrich  (local/world-wide) to enrich resources.
the curriculum. the curriculum.
E.  FAMILY and COMMUNITY OUTREACH
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Has perfect or near-perfect Has very good attendance  Has moderate absences (6- 10%) Has many absences (11% or more) 
a.  Attendance attendance (98-100%). (95-97%). 10 - 18 absences per 1.0 FTE. 19 or more absences per 1.0 FTE
0 - 4 absences per 1.0 FTE 5 - 9 absences per 1.0 FTE (pro-rated as necessary) (pro-rated as necessary)
(pro-rated as necessary) (pro-rated as necessary)  If extenuating  If there are extenuating 
circumstances, state below. circumstances, state below. 
In professional contexts, In professional contexts, In professional contexts, In professional contexts, 
b.  Language communicates correctly, uses correct grammar, syntax, periodically makes errors in frequently makes errors in 
succinctly and articulately. usage, and spelling. grammar, syntax, usage grammar, syntax, usage, 
and/or spelling. and/or spelling.
Carries out assignments Is punctual and reliable with Occasionally skips Frequently skips assignments, 
c.  Reliability conscientiously and punctually, paperwork, duties, and assignments, makes errors makes errors in 
 keeps meticulous records, assignments; keeps accurate  in records, misses paperwork records, misses paperwork 
 and is almost always on time. records, and usually is on time.  deadlines and is often late.  deadlines, and is usually late.
Conducts self as a consummate Maintains a professional Occasionally acts and/or Frequently acts and/or dresses 
d.  Professionalism professional and always observes demeanor and dresses in an unprofessional in an unprofessional manner 
appropriate boundaries. appropriate boundaries. manner and/or violates boundaries. and violates boundaries. 
Is invariably ethical, honest, Is ethical and forthright, uses Sometimes uses questionable Is frequently unethical, 
e.  Judgment and forthright, uses excellent good judgment, and maintains judgment, is less than completely dishonest, uses poor judgment, 
 judgment, and respects confidentiality. confidentiality.  honest, and/or violates confidentiality. and/or often violates confidentiality. 
Is an active member of Participates in grade-level When asked, will serve on a Declines invitations to serve 
f.  Above-and- school/district committees/projects and school wide activities and committee and attend an extra on committees and attend 
        beyond and frequently volunteers for extra  takes part in extra activities. activity. extra activities. 
activities before, during, or after hours. 
Frequently contributes Is a positive team player who Occasionally suggests an idea Rarely if ever contributes 
g.  Leadership relevant ideas and expertise contributes ideas, expertise, aimed at improving the ideas that might help improve 
and motivates others to and time to the overall mission school. the school. 
improve student results. of the school. 
Actively seeks feedback and Listens thoughtfully to other viewpoints Is somewhat defensive, but Is very defensive about 
h.  Openness suggestions from stakeholders  and responds constructively does listen to feedback and criticism and resistant to 
and uses them to improve performance.  to suggestions and criticism. suggestions. changing classroom practice. 
Meets frequently with Collaborates with colleagues Meets occasionally with Meets infrequently with 
i.  Collaboration colleagues to plan units, share to plan units, share teaching colleagues to share ideas colleagues, and conversations 
ideas, and analyze interim ideas, and look at student about teaching and students. lack educational substance. 
assessments. work. 
Actively reaches out for new Seeks out effective teaching Can occasionally be Is not open to ideas for 
j.  Growth ideas and engages in action ideas from colleagues, persuaded to try out new improving teaching and 
research with colleagues to workshops, and other sources classroom practices. learning. 
determine best practice. and implements them. 
F.  PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES
Appendix C 
  Study Recruitment Tools 
Email to middle school team teachers to set up time to present study 
Hello team leaders, 
I'm a Vice Principal at Millburn High School and currently working on my dissertation 
through Drexel University researching the new teacher evaluation system.  I am hoping to recruit 
7th grader content teachers to participate for the study. Participation will not be time consuming; 
it will include one 30 minute interview, one 30-45 minute focus group session, and a submission 
of 2 lesson plans of your choice.  I would like to visit each team's weekly meeting (for just a few 
minutes) to describe my study and seek volunteers. 
I have already received permission from the Superintendent, Dr. Crisfield, to approach 
the middle school teaching staff.   Please let me know the date and time of a team meeting in the 
next few weeks that I can attend. 
Thanks for your cooperation. 
Donna Gallo 
Handout to distribute to all possible participants during visit to team meeting 
Dear Potential Study Participant: 
Below is information regarding the Solution Orientation Research Study planned in 
Millburn Township Public School District.  
Please feel free to contact me with any further questions regarding this proposed 
study.  I can be reached by email: dg484@drexel.edu or by phone: 973 564 7134.  I will 
reach out via email to seek your participation.  If you are not interested in participating, it 
would be helpful to understand your reasons why.  Feedback regarding a decision to not 
participate would be much appreciated. 
Review of Study Detail 
Title: Teacher Attitudes as Related to the Implementation of the New Jersey Teacher 
Evaluation System. 
Statement of the Problem:  The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of how the 
implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system relates to teachers’ 
attitudes in an eastern New Jersey school district. 
Significance of the Problem:  The findings of this study have implications for the following 
areas:  (a) provide the site school district with vast information about the effects of change, 
(b) raise awareness about the desired and undesired affects of new teacher evaluation system, 
(c) provide suggestions for mitigating negative influences of the new evaluation system and 
(d) gain powerful information that can be used to guide new change initiatives within the site. 
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding:  How does the implementation of the new 
New Jersey teacher evaluation system relate to teachers’ attitudes towards this evaluation? 
Research Methods: 1. A$sampling$of$artifacts$of$teacher$practice,$collection$of$two$lesson$plans$from$each$participant.$2. An$outline$of$onsite$implementation$procedures$for$review.$3. Individual$teacher$interviews.$Interviews$of$participant$teachers$in$middle$school,$both$teachers$that$receive$SGP$and$SGO,$and$those$that$only$receive$SGOs.$4. Focus$groups.$$Two$focus$groups$will$be$held.$$One$group$including$teachers$only$receiving$SGOs,$and$one$group$of$teachers$receiving$both$SGOs$and$SGPs.$
Ethical Considerations: 
All participation in this study will be confidential and no identifying characteristics about 
participants or the Millburn Township Public School District will be included in the published 
dissertation resulting from this study.  
Follow up email after presentation 
Good morning, 
Thank you so much for allowing me to visit your team meeting yesterday. I know how 
valuable team meeting time is and I hope I didn't take too much away from your work.  
Just as a review...participation will include (1) submitting 2 lessons you have already created (in 
any format), (2) an individual interview lasting about 30 minutes, and (3) a focus group of 4 
participates similar to the individual interview.   Interviews will be scheduled at your 
convenience, focus groups will be scheduled at the convenience of the 4 participates 
collectively.   
I really enjoyed meeting everyone yesterday to discuss participation in my research study 
through Drexel University.  Please let me know by reply if you are interested in participating in 
the study.    If you are unsure and still have questions, I would be happy to answer them for 
you.   If you are not interested in participating, please provide feedback as to why, it would be 
much appreciated.  
Thanks again for your time and cooperation. 
Donna Gallo 
Appendix D 
District Lesson Plan Format 
The following are the minimum set of expectations for the development of lesson plans in the 
district.  Teachers can choose from a variety of formats which can include the lesson plan 
template (Google doc), a digital binder format, on-line web tool, on-line template (Microsoft), or 
hand-written in a lesson planning notebook or binder.    
• Lesson Planning Components 
• Objective(s)/Goals(s) for the lesson 
• NJCCCS/Common Core State Standards 
• Instructional strategies - examples could include: 
o Sequence of the lesson 
o Differentiation 
o Modifications 
o Questions to be addressed 
o Technology tools 
• Assessment measures – examples could include: 
o Formative assessments 
o Self assessments 
o Peer assessments 
o Performance assessments 
o Summative assessments 
• Materials/Supplies/Technology  

Appendix F 
Interview and Focus Group Protocols 
Individual Participant Interview Protocol 
1. Can you describe your past experience with evaluation prior to the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system.   
2. How has your experience with evaluation been different this year with the 
implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system compared to previous 
years?  
3. How knowledgeable do you feel about the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
4. Do you feel that the administration evaluating you is knowledgeable about the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
5. Describe the implementation and training you have received on the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system. 
a) What could have improved the implementation and training? 
6. The next series of questions is regarding the Marshall Rubric: 
a) How has your teacher practice changed since the implementation of the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system and the Marshal Rubric? 
! Probe topics-  
• Allocation of time 
• Choice of instructional strategy 
b) Do you think the Marshall Rubric will be a valid measure of your teacher 
practice? 
c) How has the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system affected your 
professional responsibilities?  
7. The next series of questions is regarding SGOs: 
a) Describe the training you received on how to develop an SGO. 
b) Can you describe the development of your SGO? 
c) What percentage of your total evaluation is based on your SGO? 
d) How much control do you feel you have over your SGO development.  
e) Can you describe the assessment tool you are using to measure your SGO? 
f) What involvement did you have in choosing or developing your pre and post 
assessment tool? 
g) Do you think your pre and post assessment tool is a good measure of your 
students’ growth? 
h) Describe how you have used SGO data.  ie.  inform your practice,  
8. The next series of questions is regarding SGPs: 
a) Describe the training you received on how the state will develop your SGP. 
b) What percentage of your total evaluation is based on your SGP? 
c) Can you describe how the state DOE will develop your SGP rating? 
d) Do you think SGPs will be a good indicator of your students’ growth?  
e) What you have concerns regarding your SGP? 
9. What do you feel are the positive and negative aspects of the new New Jersey teacher 
evaluation system? 
! Probe-  
• Quality of education 
• Job satisfaction 
• Competition amongst teachers 
• Building morale 
• Teaching to the test 
• Effects on curriculum 
• Anything sacrificed under this new model 
10. Do you feel the New Jersey teacher evaluation system is a valid measure of your overall 
teacher effectiveness? 
Focus Group Protocol for Teacher Receiving only SGOs 
1. Can you describe your past experience with evaluation prior to the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system.   
2. How has your experience with evaluation been different this year with the 
implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system compared to previous 
years?  
3. How knowledgeable do you feel about the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
4. Do you feel that the administration evaluating you is knowledgeable about the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
5. Describe the implementation and training you have received on the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system. 
a) What could have improved the implementation and training? 
6. The next series of questions is regarding the Marshall Rubric: 
a) How has your teacher practice changed since the implementation of the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system and the Marshal Rubric? 
! Probe topics-  
• Allocation of time 
• Choice of instructional strategy 
b) Do you think the Marshall Rubric will be a valid measure of your teacher 
practice? 
c) How has the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system affected your 
professional responsibilities?  
7. The next series of questions is regarding SGOs: 
a) Describe the training you received on how to develop an SGO. 
b) Can you describe the development of your SGO? 
c) What percentage of your total evaluation is based on your SGO? 
d) How much control do you feel you have over your SGO development.  
e) Can you describe the assessment tool you are using to measure your SGO? 
f) What involvement did you have in choosing or developing your pre and post 
assessment tool? 
g) Do you think your pre and post assessment tool is a good measure of your 
students’ growth? 
h) Describe how you have used SGO data.  ie.  inform your practice,  
8. What do you feel are the positive and negative aspects of the new New Jersey teacher 
evaluation system? 
! Probe-  
• Quality of education 
• Job satisfaction 
• Competition amongst teachers 
• Building morale 
• Teaching to the test 
• Effects on curriculum 
• Anything sacrificed under this new model 
9. Do you feel the New Jersey teacher evaluation system is a valid measure of your overall 
teacher effectiveness? 
Focus Group Proctor for Teacher Receiving SGOs and SGPs 
1. Can you describe your past experience with evaluation prior to the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system.   
2. How has your experience with evaluation been different this year with the 
implementation of the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system compared to previous 
years?  
3. How knowledgeable do you feel about the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
4. Do you feel that the administration evaluating you is knowledgeable about the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system? 
5. Describe the implementation and training you have received on the new New Jersey 
teacher evaluation system. 
a) What could have improved the implementation and training? 
6. The next series of questions is regarding the Marshall Rubric: 
a) How has your teacher practice changed since the implementation of the new New 
Jersey teacher evaluation system and the Marshal Rubric? 
! Probe topics-  
• Allocation of time 
• Choice of instructional strategy 
b) Do you think the Marshall Rubric will be a valid measure of your teacher 
practice? 
c) How has the new New Jersey teacher evaluation system affected your 
professional responsibilities?  
7. The next series of questions is regarding SGOs: 
a) Describe the training you received on how to develop an SGO. 
b) Can you describe the development of your SGO? 
c) What percentage of your total evaluation is based on your SGO? 
d) How much control do you feel you have over your SGO development.  
e) Can you describe the assessment tool you are using to measure your SGO? 
f) What involvement did you have in choosing or developing your pre and post 
assessment tool? 
g) Do you think your pre and post assessment tool is a good measure of your 
students’ growth? 
h) Describe how you have used SGO data.  ie.  inform your practice,  
8. The next series of questions is regarding SGPs: 
a) Describe the training you received on how the state will develop your SGP. 
b) What percentage of your total evaluation is based on your SGP? 
c) Can you describe how the state DOE will develop your SGP rating? 
d) Do you think SGPs will be a good indicator of your students’ growth?  
e) What you have concerns regarding your SGP? 
9. What do you feel are the positive and negative aspects of the new New Jersey teacher 
evaluation system? 
! Probe-  
• Quality of education 
• Job satisfaction 
• Competition amongst teachers 
• Building morale 
• Teaching to the test 
• Effects on curriculum 
• Anything sacrificed under this new model 
10. Do you feel the New Jersey teacher evaluation system is a valid measure of your overall 
teacher effectiveness? 
 
